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SUMMARY 



Introduction * 

This study reports the second year of the three and one-half year 
prekindergarten-kil^dergarten research projeotf the purpose of which 
is to examine the long range effects on success in school of person- 
alised programming based on assessment of developmental needs of young 
children* This report is concerned with both aspects of the study: 
the Prekindergarten Field Test^ First Tear, involving four-year-old 
University City children in a well balanced prekindergarten program 
with emphases on strengthening skills in which developmental lags 
exist; wd the Prekindergarten Experiment^ Second lear, a follow-up 
of kindergarten children who had^ the previous year^ participated 
in a prekindergarten program (Prekindergarten Experiment, First Year) 
similar to the program just mentioned* These children attended many 
different public, private, and parochial kindergartens with varied 
program emphases* Teachers at both prekindergarten and kindergarten 
levels in the University City public schools were given personalized 
program recommendations based on the assessment of each child* Pre- 
kindergarten teachers were assisted by teacher aides who worked with 
individual or small groups of children in developmental skill iirnsrove- 
ment* Kindergarten teachers had no such assistance* 

Two hypotheses were tested: 

1* Prekindergarten children who are provided with a personalized 
program based on individual assessment of their developmental skills 
will increase their intellectual abilities and will learn at a hi^er 
level than children without this program* 

2* The same prekindergarten children will retain their acquired 
superiority in later school years* 

This report summarizes significant pretest and posttest results 
and posttest minus pretest growth of experimental children compared 
with matched and unmatched control groups, and/or subgroups* 

Methods * 

In the Prekindergarten Field Test, First YesT, more than 200 
four-year-old children representative of the local child population, 
following administration of a battery of tests (l6 variables), were 
snatched separately by sex for age, language quotient (L*Q*), intelli- 
gence quotient (I*Q*), and program need based on the level of skill 
develo;>ment (motor, auditory, visual, language, retention, weak intact, 
strong intact) to provide equated groups and subgroups* The experi- 
mental children were designated by chance* Complete data for 91 experi- 
mental and ll5 control children were available for analysis* Five 












eonparltons for pretostf posttost^ and poattest minus pretest findings 
were made separatelj by text 

!• TotdL experimental group with total control group^ matched 
for L.Q«| and I.Q. 

2* Experimental with control subgroups matched for age» L«Q«» 
and program need* 

3* Unmatched experimental and control subgroups* 

h* Uhmatched experimental subgroups* 

5* An additional comparison was made between the Prekinder- 
garten Field Testf First Year^ and the Prekindergarten Experiment^ 

First Tear (a similar study made in 1966-1967)* 

Ikiiyariate analyses of variance were used in the first four con^arisons* 

In the Prekindergarten Experiment^ Second Tear» more than 200 
representative kindergarten children who had participated in the 1966-1967 
Prekindergarten Experiment, First Tear, were again matched separately 
by sex on pretests for age, language quotient (L*Q*), and intelligence 
quotient (l*Q*) to comprise an experimental and two control groups 
(children who attended nursery school, and those with no school exper- 
ience) * Complete data were available for analysis on 80 experimental 
children, 6U control children with nursery school, and 60 control chil- 
dren who had not attended nursezy school* The groups were compared 
for pretest, posttest, and posttest minus pretest by means of multi- 
variate and univariate analyses of variance to determine significance 
of differences* 

Results and Findings * 

Prekindsrgarten Field Test* First Year 

Total Expciidmental with Total Control Groups . On the pretests, 
no significant differences were found between the experimental and 
control groups. Posttest results and posttest minus pretest growth 
for the combined sexes showed significant differences in 13 instances 
in eadi analysis favoring experimental children* In no test variable 
did the control group surpass the experimental group significantly* 

Matched Experimental and Control Subgroups . IVetest findings 
revealed only one instance in which one sUbgr^p exceeded another sub- 
group at a significant level on one test variable* Combining the 
figures for boys and girls, the posttest results showed that a total 
of ten experimental subgroups surpassed control subgroups in 
instances) on posttest minus pretest growth a total of ten experi- 
mental subgroups exceeded control subgroups in seven instances* In 
no instance did control surpass experimental subgroups at a significant 
level* 
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IhraatchQd Eacperlmental and Control Subgroup a# Subgroups of 
experijnental boys grew substantially more than ^bgroups of control 
boys in a total of UI4 instances^ while control boys showed the more 
substantial growth in only 13 instances* Subgroups of esqperlmental 
girls grew substantially more than subgroups of control girls in a 
total of 72 instances, while control girls showed the more substantial 
growth in only eight instances* Discussion of pretest and posttest 
data, having no particular Interest if considered separately, are not 
included here* 

IJhmatched Experimental Subeyoups * On pretests, the strongest 
experimental boys, in order, were strong intact, weak intact, and 
visual subgroups* The order for girls was strong intact, weak intact, 
language, and visual subgroups* Posttestis fos^ boys showed the order 
to be strong intact, weak intact, and language subgroups; for girls 
only the strong intact subgroup showed superiority over other sub- 
groups of girls* When posttest minus pretest growth was considered, 
boys showing the greatest gains, in order, were those in the language 
and auditory subgroups; girls showing the greatest gains were in 
language, motor, and weak intact subgroups* 



Prekindergarten Experiment* Second Year 

No statistically significant differences were found among the 
three groups (experimental, control with nursery school experience, 
and control with no school experience) on pretests, posttests, or 
posttest minus pretest results either in skill development or in 
readiness for the first primary year* However, an examination of 
mean scores showed many instances, especially among girls, in which 
experimental children scored somewhat higher than those in the control 
groups* 

Conclusions * 

Findings from Phase I and Phase II of the study point up the 
positive impact the developmental skills program has at the prekinder- 
garten level* However, superiority of the experimental group at a 
statistically significant level was not maintained at the end of the 
kindergarten year. During Phase III of this project, the effect of 
the prekindergarten experience on success in school will be measured 
for the first time as the children undertake the more fomal demands 
of reading and mathematics. 
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INTRODUCTION 



Thia atudy raporta the aaoond year of the three and one-half year 
preklndergarten-klndergarten reaearoh projeet» the purpose of ehieh la 
to exanlne the long range effects on suoeesa in a^ool of personalised 
prograanlng baaed on aasesament of deyelopmental needs of young ^lldren* 
, The resear(di has been dlTlded Into three annual phases t 

Phase I — Prekindsrgarten Experiment, First Tear 
— Kindergarten Field Test, One Tear 

Phase n — Prekindergarten Ebqperlment, Second Tear 
— Prekindsrgarten Field Test, First Tear 

Phase III — Prekindergarten Experiment, Third Tear 
— Prekindergarten Field Test, Second Tear 

The half-year following Phase III will focus on further study of data 
from all three phases of the research for additional evidences of out- 
comes of the pro gran which have not previously been examined In detail. 

Result ftpom Phase I were reported for prekindergarten classes in 
July 1967 (l) and kindergarten classes In December 196? (2). Phase n, 
the subject of this report, presents a replication of the first year's 
project, incorporating program Improvements and a more refined research 
design growing out of previous experience (Prekindergarten Field Tbst, 
First Tear) and a follow-up study of Phase I children who have just 
coBopleted kindergarten (Prekindergarten Experiment, Second Tear). Both 
aspects of Phase II made use. In part, of matched esqoerimental and 
control groups representative of the University City child population 
and personalised programs based on individual assessments of skills 
development for each child. 

Each of the four prekindergarten classes was in session for two 
hours and forty-five minutes dally, five days a week, and was attended 
by 25 children who were guided by a teacher assisted by two teacher 
aides. The personalised programs eng^asising five specific develop- 
mental skills (motor, audltoxy, visual, language, retention) were 
scheduled for a twenty-minute period each day. Children whose test 
results showed no developmental lags participated in a twenty-minute 
dally Piaget-oriented program designed to foster the development of 
logical thinking. The remainder of the school day was focused on 
activities of a typical well balanced prekindergarten program selected 
to further social, emotional, physical, aesthetic, and cognitive growth. 
The four classes were housed in the same building, two meeting in the 
morning and two in the afternoon. In general, children with the same 
program need attended the same class. In this report, seven specific 
experimental groupB are identified by program need as follows: motor 
(E«), auditory (U), Tlsual (ET), language (EL), retention (ER), weak 
performance with all skills intact (BN), strong perfonnance with all 
skills intact (El). 
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At tht kindergarten lerely the educational environment of the 
children was no longer eontrolled. Children attended one of 26 olaeeee 
in Ihe Uhiveraitgr City eohool dletriotf programa in private and paro» 
ohial edhoole in the local area, or public eohool kindergartene in 
nearbgr ceoDiunltlee. An average of 2$ children attended each of the 
olaeaee in Ihlveraity City eohoole ehioh met three hours dally, five 
dagra a week* One teacher waa responsible for each group, and no 
teadier aides were assigned to work with the teacher. Programs varied, 
in the public, private, and parochial kindergartens, seme emphasising 
social growth, some develcpmental skills, and some aoademio skills. 

Teachers at both the prekindergarten and kindergarten levels in 
the University City schools were given personalised progrmn recom- 
mendations based on the assessment of eadi diild. In addition, each 
teacher knew the lev^ of functioning in all of the basic skills and 
Just how mudi the ohild*s performance varied from the average for 
his age. It was the individual teacher's responsibility to plan the 
^lly activities for eadi child which would help strengthen severe 
weaknesses, if they existed, and to extend skills alrea^ developed. 

Research which directly relates to this stuc^ includes that of 
Bloom (3) who pointed up the importance of the first six years of life 
with the growth of intelligence, Rebb (U) who stressed the necessity of 
early perceptual development in laying the groundwork for cognitive 
develcqpment. Hunt (5) who highlighted the vital part experience plays 
in the development of intelligence, and de Hirsch (6) who emphasized 
the importance of identification of poor risk children in time to help 
them. 

Pfoject Objectives Related to Research . 

Among the several project objectives, the two concerned with the 
present research ares 

1. To foster increased intellectual development of prekinder- 
garten and kindergarten children throuf^ a personalized program based 
on assessments of each child's developmental skills. 

2. To report statistical data resulting from the study of compari- 
sons of dilldren who partiolpated in the experimental prekindergarten 
with matched groups of those who did not participate. 

Hypotheses . 

TWO hypotheses are to be tested during the three phases of the studyx 

1. Prekindergarten children who are provided with a personalized 
program based on individual assessment of their developmental skills will 
increase their Intellectual abilities, and will learn at a higher level 
than children without tkiis program. 
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2« 1h« stM prtklndtrgtrttn ohildnn vill rttain their aoqulred 
•uperlority throu|ji kindergarten and the firat prinarj year* 

Thia report avmarlaea algnifleant pretaat and poatteat reaulta 
and poatteat alima preteat grevth of oj^eriiiantal Children eenpared 
with aatohed and uiaiatohed oentroX greupa an^er aubgreupa* Appreod- 
■atelj nine montha eli^aed betaeen the preteat and poatteat* 
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METHODS 



Iht Prtkliidtrcarttn Fltld Tditf First Tsar enploytd a rsstaroh 
fomat nodlfitd trm that of ths prsvlous ysar to pemit eomparlsont 
of subgroups bassd on progran nssd| as usll as a oomparison of ths 
total sxpsrlnsntal and oontrdl groups* In ths Pfskindsrgartsn Expert- 
ment» Second Tear» the same researoh design vas used as in the first 
study in order to proride oosiparable data. The major analyses in 
each year of the Prekindergarten Experiment have been oomparisons 
among experimental ohlldren^ control children attending a usual pri- 
vate nursery school^ and control children without school experience* 

In each stud^^ children selected for experimental and control groups 
represented all religious^ ethnic^ socio-eeonomio» and ability char- 
acteristics of the child population of Dhiversity City. Data for both 
studies are based on raw scores^ or L*Q* or I*Q* points* Each aspect 
of Phase II is presented separately* 



Prekindergarten Field Test* First Year 
Instruments Used* 



Six instruments providing 13 dependent and two control variables 
were administered in this study* Three of these instruments are pub- 
lished tests I the other three measures were devised and standardised 
locally* 

The following assessment Instruments were usedi 

Beery s Developmental Test of Visual-Motor Integration (VMI) 
Illiiiols Test of Psycholinguistio Abilities (ITPA) (8) 
^Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT) (9) 

*Qross Motor Obsexvations^ Items 1-8 of the Total Motor Test 
(To refine the instrument^ the arms extension testy 
Item 9 $ and ascending and descending steps , Items 
10 and lly were eliminated*) (lOy 11) 

*Three Dimensional Auditory DLs crimination Test (12) 

''^Behavior Rating Soale (13) 

An additional varlablSy counting consecutively from 1 to lOly 
was introduced* 

A description of the assessment battery and major skills measured 
upon which individual assessments and personalised programming were 
based appear in Appendix A* 



^^Devlsed and standardised locally* 
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Exptrlmental and Control Qroups * 

In August 1967f nors thsn 200 of 282 rsprssentstive four« 7 Ssr«old 
applicants wore selsotsd for partioipatlon in ths prsssnt prskindsr* 
gartsn stu^jr. They wars natohsd ssparatsly by ssx on protests for age. 
language quotient (ITPA LtQ*)^ intslligenos quotient (PPVT 
and progrm based on developmental need in one of seven areasMmotor (M) 
auditory \A)f visual (?), language (L), retention (R), weak intaet (W)# 
strong intact (!)• ft*osi these equated groups seven experimental (E) 
and seven control (C) subgroups vers designated by ohanee (iMf EA. EV, 
EL> ERy EWy EI| CM, CA, CV, CL, CR, CW, Cl). A number of witndrawals 
necessitated rematching on the same pretest control variables in 
June 1968. Table 1 gives the number of children by sex and by major 
program need for whom complete data were available in this stucty*. 



Table 1. Number of Children Studied 



by Sex and Major Progron Need 



Program 

Need 


B015 


GIRLS 


E 


C 


E 


C 


Motor 


5 

) 


8 


8 


8 


Auditory 


i 

3 


2 


2 


2 


Visual 


6 


6 


5 


5 


Language 

1 


! 7 

1 


13 


6 

1 


7 


Retention 


0 


0 


2 


3 


Weak Intaet 


15 


9 


9 


13 


Strong Intact 


9 


lit 


lii 


25 


TOTAL 


hS 


52 


1>6 


63 



Methods of Analysis . 

Age and the two control test variables (ITPA L.Q., PPVT I.Q.) and 
raw scores of lU dependent test variables were analysed on the basis 
of pretest, posttest, and posttest minus pretest differences in five 
comparisons among groups and subgroups. A one-way ANOVA program which 
provides chi square, univariate F and P prime tests, Dunoan*s New 
Multiple Range Test, and two-sided t-tests was used throughout ( 1 ) 4 ). 
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(The more eevere MINOVA program (15)» uaed in the Prekindergarten 
fixperimentf Flrat Tearf oould not be adapted to these data as the 
number of Tariables exceeded the number of observations in most of 
the groups*) The oonparisonSf made separately for boys and girlSf 
weret 



!• Total experimental group (E) with total control group (C)| 
matched for agOf ITPA L*Q«| 9xid FPVT I*Q« 

2* Experimental vith eontrol subgroups matohed for agOf ITPA L«Q.* 
PPVT I*Q «9 and similar program need (EM with CM» EA with CA, eto«). 

3* Unmatched experimental and eontrol subgroups. 

b* Dhmatohed experimental subgroups. (Data for unmatdied control 
^bgroup oomparisons* being irrelevant to this stuchr# were not examined.) 

An additional oomparison was made between the Prekindergarten 
Field Test* First Tear (Phase II) and the Prekindergarten Experiment* 
First Tear (Phase I). 



Prekindergarten Experiment. Second Tear 
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Instruments Used. 



Six instruments providing 19 dependent and two eontrol variables 
were administered In this study. Four of these Instruments are pub- 
lished tests I the other two measures were devised and standardized 
locally. 

The following assessment instruments were usedt 

Beery t Developmental Test of Visual-Motor Integration (VMI) (7) 
Illinois Test of Psycholingulstlc Abilities (ITPA) (8) 

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT) (9) 

'^Gross Motor Observations* Items 1-8 of the Total Motor Test 
(To refine the Instrument* the arms extension test* 

Item 9* and ascending and descending steps* Xteme 
10 and 11* were eliminated.) (10* 11) 

'^^Three Dimensional Auditory Discrimination Test (12) 

Metropolitan Readiness Tests* Form B (16) 

A description of the assessment battery and major skills measured 
upon which individual assessments and personalised progranmlng were 
based appear in Appendix A. 



'^Devised and standardised locally. 
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Ibmarimtnttl and Control Qroupi # 
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U|pon initiating tha program two jatra agO| mora than 200 of tha 
277 rapraaantatlTa four«yaar«old applioanta vara matohad on prataata 
for aga« languaga quotiant (ITPA L«Q«)| and intalliganoa quotient 
(PPVT I«Q«) to provide two equated groupa* The experimental group 
vea deaignated hy ehanoe* Following poattesting in Nay 1967» the 
control group with nuraery aohool experience (Cn) and the control 
group with no aohool experience (Co) were identified and were re- 
matched with the experimental group (E) for reaearch purposes* Because 
of the withdrawal of some children flram the local area» the three 
groups (E» Ocif Co) were again rematched on the same pretest control 
variables following the second posttesting in May 1968* Table 2 shows 
the number of children for whom complete data were available for study* 



Table 2* Number of Children 
Studied by Group and Sex 



Group 


Boys 1 


Girls 


Experimental (E) 


39 


Ul 


Control with nursery 
school experience (Cn) 


30 


3U 


Control without school 
experience (Co) 


28 


32 


Total 


97 


107 



Methods of Analysis * 

Age» two control test variables » and 12 dependent test variables 
were examined for pretest* posttest^ and posttest minus pretest growth 
among the experimental (E) and two control groups (Cn^ Co)* In addi- 
tlon» seven dependent variables from a single end-of-year test of readi- 
ness for the first primary year for each of the three groups were com- 
pared* The data were treated separately by sex* The statistical sig- 
nificance of differences was determined by means of the MANOVA computer 
program (l5) which provided Wllk*s lambda criteria^ multivariate F 
tests^ univariate F tests ^ t-tests^ and group means for each control 
and dependent variable* 
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RESULTS AND nNDINOS 

Findings art prtstntfd ssparattlj for ths Prekindorgarton Fiald 
Taatf First Tsat and ths Praklndsrgarten Exparlnanti Ssoond Tsar. 



Prakindaraartan Fiald TaaW First Tsar 

Rasttlts of ths fiTs osnparisons dasoribad on paga 9 are raportad 
saparatalj* 

Total Bbcpai^antal (B) aith Total 
Control Icj Orottps * 

In this analTSlSy the oonbined experiioental and combined control 
groups ware eonpared separately by sex* Chi s<{aare tests and slgnlfl* 
eanee of differences determined by unlyariate F and F prime tests for 
each variable are reported in Appendix C* For variables in which 
significances were found, further statistical data (Duncan's tests, 
t-tests, and group means) are provided in Appendix D. 

Pretest Findings* Differences between experimental and control 
groups in each of the three control and ll» dependent variables were 
not significant, as determined by univariate F and F prime tests 
(Appendix G-l)* Therefore, there was no need to review Duncan's 
tests and t-tests* 

Posttest Ftodlngs* Statistically significant differences favoring 
the experimental groups were found in the posttest analyses* Experi- 
mental boys surpassed control boys on seven variables; experimental 
girls siurpassed control girls on six variables* Table 3 shows the 
significant variables in each instance* (See also Appendixes C-2, 

D-1*) 



Posttest Minus Pretest Findings * Statistically significant differ- 
ences favoring the experimental groups were found in the posttest minus 
pretest analyses* Age for boys was the only variable that favored the 
control group* This was due to early testing of three experimental 
boys who were moving from the area* Experimental boys, however, sur- 
passed control boys on five variables; experimental girls surpassed 
control girls on el^t variables* Table it shows which of the variables 
were significant in esoh instance* (See also Appendixes C-3> D-2#) 
Figure 1 Illustrates posttest minus pretest growth graphically* For 
each variable, growth is shown in L*Q*, 1*Q*, or raw score points, 
except age which is given in months* Posttest significant differences 
are indicated by ”S2”; posttest minus pretest significant differences 
are indicated by ”Sg"; and where both posttest and posttest minus pre- 
test differences are significant, "S2g** is used* Differences which are 
not si^f leant are indicated by "ns** 
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Tablt 3* Signlf leant Poattaat Differenoea batmen 
Total Bxparinantal and Total Control Oroupa bgr Sex 




?ariable 


B01S 


OIRLS 


Croups 


Croups 


Age 


ns 


ns 


ITPA L.Q. 


E > C 


E > C 


PPVT I.Q. 


ns 


E > G 


Boery VMI r*a** 


E > C 


E > C 


ITPA 1 r.s* 


ns 


ns 


ITPA 2 r.s. 


ns 


E > C 


ITPA 3 r*s* 


ns 


ns 


ITPA U r*8« 


£ ^ C 


ns 


ITPA 5 r*8* 


E > C 


£ > C 


ITPA 6 r*s* 


ns 


ns 


ITPA 7 r.s. 


E > C 


ns 


ITPA 8 r*8« 


ns 


ns 


ITPA 9 P*9. 




ns 


Gross Motor Observations r*s* 


E > C 


E > C 


Auditory Discrimination r*s* 


ns 


ns 


Behavior Rating r«s* 


E > C 


ns 


Counting 


ns 


im 







*r«s« Indloatea raw score* 
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Tablt h* Slgnlfleant Poattfst Mlnui Preteit 
UfftrtnMt bttvMn Total fttparinantiQ. and Total 

Control Oroupa bgr Sax 



Tarlabla 


BOYS 


OIRLS 


Oroupa 


Oroupa 


Ago 


C > B 


na 


IIPA UQ. 


E > C 


E > C 


PP?T I.Q. 


na 


E > C 


# 

Baarj ?NI r«a« 


na 


E > C 


ITPA 1 r.a. 


na 


na 


ITPA 2 r.9. 


na 


na 


ITPA 3 r«8« 


na 


E > C 


ITPA U r.s. 


E > C 


E > C 


ITPA 5 r.f. 


E > C 


E > C 


ITPA 6 r.a. 


na 


na 


ITPA 7 r.a. 


E > C 


na 


ITPA 6 r«a* 


na 


\ 

na 


ITPA 9 r.a. 


na 


E > C 


Qroaa Motor Obaarratlona r.a. 


E > C 


E > C 


Auditoxy Slaorinlnatlon r.a. 


na 


na 


Behavior Rating r.a. 


na 


na 


Gounting 


na 


na 



*r«s« indloatea raw aeora* 










mmm 



iiMiiii 



mm 



] 



] 









] 



i 



I 






I 



I 



I 



I 



o 

ERIC 



BOIS 



GIRLS 



Ag« 



ITPA ^ 

L.Q. cQi.62 



r~ 


9.00 


"n 


E . 


9J.3 1 






* S£ 






r~ 


i.4T 


] 


C 


9 .II 1 




c 


ll.n 




B L 


i2.g. 1 



nt 



SlK 



C @ >1.2$ 



§Ss 



® I 5»6lt 1 
pm ' M 

I.Q. C 1 2.69 I 



[ 



lO£L 



I 



E I 3.U I 

Beery K 

VMI C f 2.2g~1 



C CZI2.U* 

E 1 3.3lt I 



Mg ‘ 



E I 5.21t I 
ITPA ns 

1 0 S.h3 I 



C I 2.36 I 
E I U.73 I 



S2& 



E I 2.62 1 

ITPA ns 

2 C I 2.37 I 



C I li.01 I 

E I 



ns 



ML 



C I 2.1U 



S2 



E I S.02 1 

UPA ns 

3 C I 3.81 I 



E I h.21 1 



C I 2.31 I 



Ss 



E I lt.22 I 

ITPA ^ 

It C \Z3 1*86 



E I li.gB 
C I 2.$$ 1 



St 



ITPA 

5 



E I 6.97 ~f 



C I 3.B3 1 



S2g 



E I 6.86 ~1 



C I L.12 



S2g 



Figure 1» Growth IM-fferenoes for the 
Total Experimental and Total Control Groups 



S2 

Sg 

S2g 

ns 



significant for posttest 

significant for posttest-pretest 

significant for both pbsttest and posttest-pretest 

not significant 
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ITPA 

6 



ITPA 

7 



ITPA 

8 



ITPA 

9 



Gross 

Motor 



Audit* 

Biscr* 



Bohay* 

Rate* 



Count- 
ing C 



BOIS 


GIRLS 


1 


E r 1 


I— IT "■ 


‘ 0 czi 1.11 


C>.oi 1 



B | 3.62 I 
C I 2.32 I 






ns 



B I g.fll. I 
c l 2 .n 1 



ns 



B I h .37 I 
C IT69 



ns 



E T 3.31 I 
C r3.S0 I 



E 



6.7S [ 



5 I 3.26 



S2g 



s r tt.Ti 

c I 3.96 



] 



ns 



£ 



I li.26 1 



na 




J 


0 1 2.^2 1 






g I 6 . 3 h I 
C [ 3.07 I 






! r 2.33 [ 

1—1 H 
! I 1 1.00 



i [ 



21.08 



r^.iiF~ ‘ I 



ns 



1^31 


Bl-o.eo 1 


1-04? 1 


c PSBd 



ns 



I 1.00 [ 



C [o.6g I 



ns 



18.06 



H.gnre 1« (eontlnned) 



0 r 12.90 I 



ns 
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Sxptrintntal with Control Subsroups 
riale|ied t^or ITt^A PPVT 
and Proirim NttdV 

In this analTiitt only natohod fubgroupa am oonpartdt Motor 
(S! with GM)| auditory (SI with 0k)» rlaual (E7 vi^ C7)^ lanffuago 
(EL with a}» rotonUon (SR with CR)» voak intaot (EM with aM)» and 
strong Intaot (El with 01) • Tho oooqparlsono worn mado aoparatoly by 
sox« Ghl sd(uaro tosta and slgnlfloanoo of dlffomnooa dotarmlnod by 
unlrarlato F and F prlmo toata for oaeh Tarlablo aro provldod In 
Appondlx E« For Tarlabloa In which olgnlfleanooa wore foundi further 
statlatloal data (Duncan's tests^ t-teata^ and aubgroup meana) are 
given In Appendix F« 

Pretest Findinga * Only one statistically significant difference 
was identified on ihe pretests. In this instance » EL boys excelled 
CL boys in ITPA 3— Auditory*Vocal Association. No significant differ* 
ences were found for girls. (See Appendixes B-1^ F-l» F-2.) 

Posttest Findings . Statistically significant differences favoring 
expexdjomtal subgroup were identified in posttest analyses. Six sig- 
nificant differences favored subgroups of e3d>erimental boys over matched 
control boys on five test variables | four significant differences 
favored subgroups of experijnental girls over matched control girls on 
four variables. Data are given in Table 5* (See also Appendixes E-2, 
F-3, F-ll.) 



Table 5» Significant Posttest Differences Among 
Matched Experimental and Control Subgroups 



VARIABLE 



B07S 

SUBGROUPS 



GIRLS 

SUBGROUPS 



ITPA L.Q. 



EL ^ CL 
El > Cl 



El > Cl 



Beery VMI 
ITPA $ 
ITPA 6 



EM * CM 



EM > CM 



EL > CL 



EM > OM 



El > Cl 



Gross Motor 
Observations 



EM > CM 



EM * CM 
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Pytteit Mlnm ^t»at Findings# Statistically significant dlffer- 
fsvorlng axperiBcntal subgroups wars found In posttest minus pre- 
test groirth analyses. Four differences were significant favoring sub- 
groups of ej^erlmental boys over matched oontT|Ol boys on three test 
variables I six signlfloant differenoes favored experimental girls sub- 
croups over matched control girls on four variables. Data are given 
in Table 6. (See also Appendixes B-3» F-^, P-6.) 



Table 6. Signlfloant Posttest Minus 
Pretest Differenoes Among Matched 
&qperljaental and Control Subgroups 



VARIABLE 


BOIS 

SUBCBOUPS 


oms 

SUBGROUPS 


ITPA L.Q. 


EL ^ CL 


EM * CM 
EW *> CW 


ITPA 3 


— 


^ CM 
EL > CL 


ITPA 5 


^ CL 


EW > CW 


Gross Motor 
Observations 


EL * CL 
m > (M 


EM ^ CM 



Ebcperimental vith Control Subgroups 
Not Matted for Program Need . 

analysis, comparisons of experimental and control subgroups 
^ving Afferent program needs were made (BK with GA, EM with C\T, etc.). 
Boys and girls were compared separately. Chi square tests and signifi- 
cant of differences determined by univarla^?; F and F prime tests for 
eadi variable are provided in Appendix E. For variables in which sig- 
nificant differences were found, further sUtistical data (Duncan's tests 
t-tests, and subgroup means) are given in Appendix F. 

-Findings. Significant differenoes among the subgroups were 

coeposltion of the groups. Four of the subgroups 
tEI, Cl, EW, CW) were each made up of children with no severe develop- 
" j T pretest results clearly showed the superiority of El 

Cl ^ildren and to a lesser degree that of the more average EN and 
W chudren. Twenty-seven significant differences were identified 
favwing experimental bqys subgroups over control boys; 26 signlfloant 
differences were identified favoring control boys. For girls, experi- 
mental subgroups surpassed control subgroups in liO instances; control 
subgroups surpassed eaqperlmental subgroups in 36 instances. Detailed 
data are provided iii Table 7. A significant difference occurring on a 
pretest but not on a posttest (marked with an asterisk) indicates loss 
of pretest advantage. (See also Appendixes E-1, F-1, P-2.) 
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Tibit 7* Signlfioant Pk^teti Difftrsnott Anong 
Ifcmidhtd ggptrliMntal md Oontrol Subgroupt 



Tariable 


Boys 

Groups 


Girls 

Groups 


Variabls 


Boys 

Groups 


Girls 

Groups 


ITPA L.Q. 


B » C 


E > C 


ITPA 2 




E • C 






ftf > CL 






11 > St 




w * a 


21 CH 










El > « 


El » CT 




C . E 


C . E 




El > CV 


SI * a 




a > BT“ 


a ."a* 




El > CL 


El > CR 




Cl » EL* 


! 




El > Of 


El > W 




Cl » EH* 






C > E 


C > E 










d > EM* 


at *• it* 


ITPA 3 


E ^ C _ 


E > C 




Cl > EA* 


Cl . EK* 




m > a" 


ITTdf 




Cl . E7* 


Cl » rsr 




EH > a 


El > CL 




Cl > EL* 


Cl . EL* 




El * CL 


El > CM 




Cl > IW* 


d » BIT 
















C ’ E 


C > E 












> EM* 


PPVT I.Q. 


ns 


E > C 




Cl . E** 


CI > EP* 






EH ' CL 




Cl » EL* 


CI > EL* 






El ^ CL 




Cl > EH* 








C > E 












ON > el" 


ITPA k 


ns 


\ C > E „ 






Cl > EM* 






a-»~a» 






Cl ' EL* 




] 


d » a 

1 


Beery VMI 


E > C 


E > C 


ITPA 5 


E > C 


E > C 




El > at 


im 




EV > CL 


a > at 




El » CT 


EW > C7 




ESI * CM 


El > or 




El > Of 


El > CM 




El > GL 


21 ^ CL 






El > CP 




El > Gtf 


* 






El > CR 












El > GN 




H". a; 


C > B 
6t > em" 




C > E ■ 


C > E 




Cl > EL* 


CI > EL 




a . B«* 


arr-if* 




Cl > EW 






d > ET* 


Cl > EP* 










Cl » BT 


cr > EL 














ITPA 6 


E > C 


E > C 










> GL» 


£!f > gm^ 


ITPA 1 


E » C .. 


ns 




El > CM 


El - CP 




W > d!* 


















C > E ^ 


C > E 




C > E 




, 


a'» »i" 


(Sr> bC 




Cl > EA 






d . a* 


d > nr 










CI > EH 





# 

No significant difference on poettest indicates loss of pretest adrantage* 
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Table 7* (oontinued) 



Varlabl* 


Boje 

Qroupa 


Oirle 

Qroupe 


TarlsUi 


QjilMRS 

BOjm 

Qroupe 


(».rls 

Qroi^ 


ITPA 7 


ns 


E > C 

irnii 

BI > OT 

u > a. 

BI » OR 
El ' CM 


Orest Motor 
Oboerea- 
tions 


E C 

irrar 

EL > Of 
EM > CM 
El CM 


1 » c 
fmR 

EL > OM^ 
ER > CM* 
EM > CM 
El > CM 


• 




C » E 

jW > BL" 
ci > Eir 
CI > ET 
CI > EL* 


] 

i 

! 


C > E 

a rw" 

CM > EM* 

CI > m* j 

i 

1 

1 

! 

1 


C » E „ 

a > EM* 
CR > EM* 
CM > EM* 
CI > EM* 


ITPA 8 


ns 


E > C 
El > dM 
El * CL 
El > GR 
El > or 


i 

Behavior 

Rating 


1 

1 

I 

E > C . 

1 

t 

1 C > E 

a > «» 


ns 






C > E 

c^ > 

CI > E7. 
CI > ER 


• 






ITPA 9 


E > C 

irnjT* 

El » a* 
EM > a* 


E > C 

eW > cM* 

El > CM 
El > CR* 


• 






• 




C > E ■ 
(STTK* 
CI > E7* 
CI > EL* 


Total 


E > C 27 
C > E 26 


E > C liO 
C > E 36 



%o significant difference on posttest indicates loss of pretest advantage* 
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Poattait In oontrast to protost flndingPt poottoft 

roiulto fhcwod a l‘ar^argor nunbor of ftitiatloallj ■ignlfloAnt dlfftr» 
tnooi mong toot mrlabloi farorlng tho oxperiMntal ■ubgroupo* Dlffor- 
onooi Whi^ ■Ignlfioantlx ftvorod boyt oxperiMntal eubgroupe ortr the 
control b^ oeourrod in 38 inotanooot idiUo control boyo ourpaoiod 
09 Q)orlnontal boyo in onlj olx inotancoo* Significant difforenooa 
favoring girlo oxperiMntal oubgroupo over control girlo occurred in 
73 inotanooa» idiilo control girlo ourpaoood eigporinontal girls in 
only five inotanoos* Table o givoo the caqparioono in detail* A 
oignlfleant difference occurring on a posttest but not on a pretest 
(Marked with an asterisk) indicates a substantial increase in posttest 
perfonunoe* (See also Appendixes E-2^ F*3» F*ii«) 

Posttest Minua Pg^teet Findings * Growth Masured by posttest 
prataat differencea^ without exeeption* favored the experimental 
subgroups* Qqperimental boyo showed significantly More growth than 
control boys in IP instances | experlMntal girls showed significantly 
More growth than control girls in 2 $ instances* Table 9 gives the 
cosparisons in detail* (See also Appendixes B-3» F-9, F-6.) 




Tabl« 8« Slgnifioant Poattest Diffaranott a»ang 
Uhnatohad Ebcparimantal and Control Snbgroupa 



Variabla 


Boya 

Qroupa 


Cirla T 
Qroupa | 


ITPA L.Q. 


I > c 
IV • (3L 
B( > a 
El > CM 
El > CT 
El > CL 
El > CH 


E » C 1 

EL > CV* 1 
EM » or 1 
EM > CV* 1 
EM > CL 1 
El > CM 1 
El > CA* 1 
El > CV 1 
El * CL 1 
El > CR 1 
El > CM 1 


PPVT I.Q. 


E . C . 


E > C .. 1 


kl • oi* 

El » CL 


Sf > CL 1 
EM > GL^ 1 
El > CM* 1 
El > CV*^ 1 
El > CL^ 1 
El > CM* 1 


Beery VMI 


E > C 


E > C 1 


EV > cm" 
EL > CM* 
EM > CM* 
El > CM 
El > CV 
El > CM 

< 

t 


EM > CM 1 
EH > CV 1 
EM > CL 1 
El > CM 1 
El * CV 1 

El > a 1 

El > CR 1 
El > CM 1 




\ 

} 

\ 


C » E ■ 1 

01 » a* 1 


ITPA 1 


1 

,1 

\ 

i 


E > C „ 1 


i 

\ 

C * E „ 


El > cm" 1 
El > CA* 1 
El > CV* 1 
El > CM* 1 






Cl * Hi!" 





Variabla 
ITPA 2 



ITPA 3 



ITPA U 



Bogra 

Oraupa 

na 



E > C 
EW > cL„ 
El > CM* 
EX * CL 



ns 



ITPA 5 



5 > ! 

EA > dl!i" i 
EP > CL I 
EM > CL* I 
El > CM 
El > CV* 
El > a 
El * CM 



ITPA 6 



E > C 
El > dk" 
El > CV* 
El > CL 



Qirla 

Croups 



E > C 



ET 

El 

El 



■3T 

CV 

CL^ 



E > C 
El > OH. 
El > CA 
El > or 
El > CL 
El ^ CM 



E > C 

WT-gr 

EA > Cl* 
EM * CV* 
El > CA* 
El > CV* 




E > C 

srrar 

EM > CM* 
EM > CL* 
El > CM 
El > CV 
El > CL 
El > CM* 



E > C 

bETT^ 

El > 

El > CR* 
El > CM* 



*No significant difference on pretest indicates a substantial increase in posttest 
perforniance* 
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Tftbla 8* (bontiimtd) 



Variable 


Bays 

Groups 


Girls n 
Groups 1 


Variable 


Bays 

Groups 


Girls 

Groups 


ITPA 7 


1 * C „ 

irrar 

SL » or 
w » or 
W ^ CL* 
El » or 


E » 0 1 

imH 1 

El • CV 1 

EX » a 1 

El » Of 1 


Auditorj 

DlsoriA* 


oTT 

CM * DT 
CM * EA* 
CI > Bf* 
CI * EA* 


ns 


ITPA 8 


ns 


E > 0 1 

rrrar i 

El > CT 1 
El > GL 1 
El > GR 1 
El * OM 1 


1 j 

1 i 


f 

1 

1 

1 


t 

1 

1 

1 

1 

! 


I 


i 


C > E 1 
Cl > fiM 1 
CI * EV 1 
Cl > EL 






1 

! 

1 

i 

i 

1 


ITPA 9 


! 

> 

ns 

t 


E > C 1 

eTTcR 
El * a* 
El > CV* 






1 

j 

} 

< 


Gross Motor 
Observa- 
tion 


E > C 

: irrai 

EL » 0! 

1 EL . or 
EH > CM 
El * CM- 
Ei > or 

t 

! 

1 

\ • 

1 


E > C 1 

HI. > Of 
EM > Of 
El > Of 






» 

1 

j 




El >• CA* 
El * CV* 
El > CL* 
El » CM* 


1 Total 


E » C 38 
C » E 6 


E > C 73 
c > E 9 



^0 slgnlf leant dlfferenoe on pretest indicates a substantial increase in posttest 
performance* 
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Tablf 9* Significant Poattaat Minus Pretest OLfferenees 
among Ifcunatched Experimental and Control Subgroups 



Variable 


Bogrs 

Groups 


Girls 

Groups 


Variable 


Boys 

Groups 


Girls 

Groups 


ITPA L.Q. 


E » C 


E » G 


nPA 9 


ns 


E > C 




urns 


IM > bU 






HTTW 




SV > Cl 


Of > d 






EM > CA 




EL * CM 


EL * CM 






El » CA 




EL > CV 


EL * CM 


1 


i 

; 

I 






EL > OH 


Qi > CX 










Ell ^ Cl 


EW > or 


Gross Motor 


1 E > C 


E > C 




EW > d 


EM > d 


Observe- ; 


1 EM > dL 


Eif * dr 






El ’ CA 


tions 


1 EM > CM 


EM > CR 










Of > CI 


EM > CM 










EL » CM 


EM > CI 


Beery VMI 


E > C 


ns 




i EL > d 


EL > CM 




wra? 






1 




1 


EW > « 






t 

1 




ITPA 3 


ns 


E ’ C 












m > ci 








t 




EL > CM 








1 


j 

1 


EL > CW 












EL > CI 


j 






ITPA 5 


E > C 


E > C 




i 






EA > GL 


Et > CM 


. 








£A > Cl 


EL > CM 










EL > CV 


EM > CM 


Total 


E » C 19 


£ > C 2^ 




EL > Cl 


EM > CV 


i 








EinT > Cl 


EM > d 


• 

t 

i 

r 

1 


C > E 0 


C > E 0 



I 

I Significant differences favoring experimental and control groups 

I on the pretest^ posttest^ and posttesi minus pretest are summarized 

in Table 10. 
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Tablt 10* Number of Signlfieant Pretee t, Postteet, 
and Poatteet NLnue Pretest Differences in Test Variables 





B 0 


T S 


G I 


R L S 


Tbst 


E > 0 


C > E 


E > C 


C ' E 


Pretest 


27 


26 


ko 


36 


Posttest 


38 


6 


73 


5 


Posttest Minus Pretest 


19 


0 


25 


0 



Among the poettest findingSf the figures 38 and 73 do not neoessariljr 
indicate the undisputed superiority of the experimental group over the 
control group as this superiority may have been reflected first on the 
pretests* Table 11 provides a more accurate look at improvement, with 
pretest superiority being taken into consideration* 



Table 11* Number of Test Variables in which Experimental 
and Control Subgroups Showed Subetential Improvement 



Indicated Equality or 



Pretest I 


Posttest 


Boys 


Girls 


EXPERIMENTAL SUBGROUPS IMPROVED 




G * E 


E - C 


26* 


3U* 


E • C 


E > C 


18^^ 


38” 


C > E 


E > C 


0 


0 


Total 






72 


OONTROI. SOBOROIIFS 


IMPROVED 




E > C 


E - C 


7* 


5* 


E - C 


C > E 


6^ 


3” 


E > C 


C > E 


0 


0 


Total 




13 


8 



^Groups marked Iqr an asterisk on Table 7« 
^Groups marked by an asterisk on Table 8* 
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Briefly^ significant Inprovement was shown hy ▼arious subgroups 
of experimental boys in a total of UU instances^ by experimental ^rls 
in a totiQ. of 72 instances* Various control subgroups of boys Improved 
only in 13 instances » girls only in 8 instances* 
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Unmatched Experimental Subgroups . 

In this analysis* comparisons among unmatched experimental sub- 
groups were made separately by sex (SM with EA* EM with EV* etc*)* 
resulting in a number of significant differences among subgroups* 

CShi square tests and significance of differences determined by uni- 
variate F and F prime tests are given in Appendix E* For variables 
in which significant differences were found, further statistical 
analyses (Duncan's tests, t-tests, and subgroup means) are provided 
in Appendix F* 

Pretest Findings * Three experimental subgroups of boys surpassed 
five other e 3 qperimental subgroups of boys in a total of 19 instances; 
four experimental subgroups of girls suxpassed five other experimental 
subgroups of girls in a total of 33 instances* Table 12 provides 
detailed comparisons* (See also Appendixes E-1, F-1, F-2*) A signifi- 
cant difference occuring on a pretest but not on a posttest (marked 
with an asterisk) indicates loss of pretest advantage* Table 13, 
summarising these data, shows that boys in the strong intact subgroup 
(EI) siupassed boys in the other subgroups a total of 13 times and 
were not surpassed by any other subgroup* Girls in the s'toong intact 
subgroup (EI) surpassed girls in the other subgroups a total of 26 
times and also were not surpassed by any other subgroup* Girls in 
the EA subgroup neither surpassed nor were surpassed by girls in any 
other subgroup* 

Posttest Findings * Boys in three experimental subgroups sur- 
passed boys in five ^her experimental subgroups in 11 instances* 

One subgroup of experimental girls (El) surpassed girls in five other 
experimental subgroups in 15 instances* As on the pretests^ girls in 
the EA subgroup neither surpassed nor were surpassed by girls in any 
other group* . 

Table Ih provides detailed ocnparisons* (See also Appendixes 
E-2, F-3, F-b.) A simificant difference occurring on a posttest 
but not on a pretest (marked by an asterisk) indicates a substantial 
increase in posttest performance* A summary in Table 15 shows that 
only EI boys were unsurpassed by other subgroups* Experimental sub- 
groups of boys most often surpassed by boys in other subgroups begin- 
ning with the subgroup most often surpassed were Em-U, EA-3, BW-2, 

EV-1, EL-1* EA and EI girls were unsurpassed by girls in other sub- 
groups* Experimental subgroups of girls most often surpassed by 
girls in other subgroups were EM-7, EV-U, EL-2, ER-1, EW-1* 
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T^blt 12* Slgnifloant Prettft Diffmnets 



Vtrlablf 


wuwae^ we 

Boya 

Qroupa 


Qirla 1 

Qroupa | 


nPA L.Q. 


nr ' lA* 
nr » 

n » ir 
11 > B.* 

BI > nr 


El » EM 1 
BZ » EV. 1 
EZ * EL* 1 
EZ » EM* 1 


PPVf I.Q. 


ns 1 


EX > EL* 1 


Beery VMI 


El > EV? 
El > EM* 


EM > EV* 1 
EX > EM 1 
EX > EV 1 


ITPA 2 


ns 


EX-> EL* 1 


ITPA 3 


El > BA* 


EX > EM 1 
EX > EV 1 
EX > EL* 1 
EX > ER 1 


ITPA 5 


ET > EL* 
EM > EL* 
El » EL* 


EX > EM* 1 
EX > EL 1 


ITPA 6 


El > m 
EX * E9j 
E l > EM 


EX > EH* 1 

1 


ITPA 7 


ns 

. 


EM > EL* 
1 EX > 91 
EX > EV*^ 
1 El ^ EL 


ITPA 8 


ns 


El > nr 
El > ET 
El . ER 
El > EH 



VarUblf 



ITPA 9 



Qrost Motor 
Observa- 
tions 



Behavior 

Rating 



Boya 

Groupa 



El > EL' 



BV 

EM 

El 



EM. 



em: 



EM" 



El > m 






Qirla 

Qroupa 



El ^ B^ 

Bi * li: 



El > 
EX 



EL. 



> ER 



EV > EM 



EL ' EM 



EM > EM" 



El 

El 



> EM. 



> el 



ns 



*No significant difference on posttest indicates loss of pretest advantage^ 
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lkbl« 13* Numbtr of Signifioant Proteat Diffartnotf 
tnong DhPiatdhod fixporlmfntal Subgroupt 



Superior 

Subgroup 


* 

Subgroup Surpteatd by Other Experlnentel Subgroup 


EM 1 


EA 


EV 1 


PT. 


ER 


m 


El j 


Total 


B 0 T 8 


EM > 


















0 


U > 


















0 


E7 > 


1 






1 










2 


EL > 


















0 


ER > 


No boys 80 ola8slfi< 










1 


► 


EW > 


1 


. 1 




2 










U 


El > 


3 


1 


2 


1 






3 




13 


Total 


5 


2 


2 


7 


- 


3 


0 


19 



GIRLS 





*No Bignifieant difference on pretest indicates e substantial increase on 
posttest performance* 
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Paattaat Minas Pretest Rndinee. Boje in two sJflperiMnteX sub- 
sroaps (Bl. H) skewed elgnlfleantiy grostar growth then boys In thro# 
other sttbgroups (m, W, El) In fir# Inetsnoos. Olrls In three tx- 
perlBentsl subgroups (EM, EL« ■/) showed elgnlfloentXy gree^r growth 
then i^ls In subgroups Wt El In seven lnetenees< Teble lo shews 
the teste and subgroups in whloh slgnlfleant dlfferenoss were found 
In peettsst nlnus pretest anslyses« Tabls 17 indloetee wh^ sub- 
groupf furpMitd othtr fubfroupt* (8i§ tlfQ App§ndlxM E*3f 
F-6.) 



Table 16. Test Variables Showing Significant 
Posttest Minus Pretest QLfferenees among 
Unmatohed Experimental Subgroups 



Tsrleble 


Boys 

Groups 


Girls 

Groups 


ITFA L.Q. 


EA > EM 
EA > El 
EL > EM 
EL > EM 
EL > El 


EL * EX 


rrPA 3 


ns 


EH > El 
EL > EM 
EL > El 


ITPA 5 


ns 


EM > El 


Gross Motor 
Observations 


ns 


EM > EM 
EM > El 







m 



m 



mm 
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Tabl« 17 • NuMbtr of Signlfleant Poottost MLnue Protest 
blfforsnoos oiong Dtanatehod Ebcporlmontal Subgroupa 



Superior 


Subgroup surpassed bgr Other Experimental Subgroup 


Subgroup 


Of 


EA 


Eg 


EL 


ER 


EM 


El 


Total 


B 0 T S 


EM > 






• 












0 


EA >• 














1 


1 


2 


E\r > 


















0 


EL > 


1 












1 


1 


3 


ER > 


No b( 


nya so 4 


slasslf: 


led — 










► 


EM > 


















0 


El > 


. 
















0 






















Total 


1 


0 


0 


0 


-■ 


2 


2 


5 



GIRLS 



EM 

E4 

EV 

EL 

ER 



> 

> 

> 

> 

> 




EM > 



1 



1 



El > 



0 



0 



0 




7 



Total 



^eklndergarty_E]mfrJjMnt« Yw 

(ftyt wd Prtl^dgyirten FLeid ftit# 

Flrit Ytar (Phase IIJ« Conoargd* 

Findings of PhMs II of the studgr art slnilar to those of Phase I 
as shown bgr the results of the posttest and the posttest minus pretest 
eony>arisons of experimental and control groups for boys and girls in 
both oeiq)leted phases of the study* 

Posttest Phase I and ^ase II Comparison for Bova * Posttest 
findings for b<^» reported in fable lo^ showed a statistically 
significant difference favoring the experimentfl group on five vari- 
ables in both phases* Of these^ there were two measures of cognition 
(ITPA L*Q* and ITPA 1|), one measure of visual skill (Beery 
one measure of expression (ITPA $), and one measure of motor skill 
(Phase It Total Motor Test; Phase lit Gross Motor Observations)* 

One significant difference favoring a control group occurred in 
Phase I in a measure of retention (ITPA 8)* No significant differ- 
ence in favor of the control group occurred in Phase II on postteste* 
All variables which were significant for experimental boys during 
Phase I were also significant in Phase II* However^ two additional 
variables were significant in Phase II which were not significant in 
Phase I* One is a measure of language (ITPA 7)» and the other is 
an assessment of behavior (Behavior Rating Scale)* (Behavior was not 
studied in Phase !•) Thus» in a total of seven variables^ differences 
significantly favored experimental boys in Phase II compared with five 
significant differences in Phase I* The only variable significantly 
favoring control boys appeared in Phase I results* 

Poattest Phase I and Phase II Comparison for Girls * The posttest 
findings in Table 16 showed a signlflcmt difference in three vari- 
ables favoring the experimental group in both phases: one measure of 

visual skill (Beery VMI), one measure of expression (ITPA $), and one 
measure of motor skill (Phase I: Total Motor Test; ^ase II: Gross 

Motor Observations)* Every variable which significantly favored the 
experimental group in Phase I was also significantly in favor of the 
experimental group in Phase II; however^ three additional variables, 
reached a level of significance on the Phase II posttest: two measures 
of cognition (ITPA L*Q*^ PPVT I*Q*)^ and a second measure of visual 
skill (ITPA 2)* Thus^ in a total of six variables^ differences 
significantly favored the experimental girls on posttests in Phase H 
— twioe as many as were si^fioant in Phase I* No significant 
differences appeared in either Phase I or Phase II posttests favoring 
the control groups* 



- 32 







' » mi 0 , 



Tabl« 18« Pofttfit Oonparifont Bitirttn &cptrlMntal (B) and 
Oontrol (Gni Oo) Qrdupa in Fhaaa I and Phaat XI 





B 0 T8 


0 X R L S 


?ariabla 


Phaat X 


Phase n 


Phase X 


Phase XX 


Ago 


na^ 


ns 


ns 


ns 


IXPA UQ. 


K > Gto^ 
E » Co3 


E > C 


ns 


E > C 


PPVT I.Q. 


ns 


ns 


ns 


E > C 


Beexy VMI 


E » Co 


E > C 


E > Cn 
E > Co 


E > C 


ITPA 1 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ITPA 2 


ns 


ns 


ns 


E > C 


ITPA 3 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ITPA li 


E > Gh 
E » Co 


E > C 


ns 


ns 


ITPA 5 


E » Gh 
B > Co 


E C 


£ > Cn 
E > Co 


E > C 


ITPA 6 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ITPA 7 


ns 


E > C 


ns 


ns 


ITPA 8 


Cn > E 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ITPA 9 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


Total / Gross 
Motor / Motor 


E » Gh 
E > Co 


E > C 


E » Gh 
E > Co 


E > C 


Auditory Discrimination 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


Behavior Rating 




E > C 


— 


ns 


Counting 


Matt 


ns 


. — 


ns 



^8 - not slgnifleant 

^Cn - Control group with nursery sehool experience 
3co - Control group without sohool exporienee 
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Pott^st Mlnm Phw I md Phaee II Oowparlaon for Bgyg > 

Thret rarlablea in imieh •ignllieant dlfferenoes favored the eaqDera- 



nenttl group of bojf in Fhase I also favored eaqperlinental boys in 
Phase II as shoim in Thble 19* Two of them were measures of oognl- 
tlon (ITPA L«Q« and ITPA I 4 ) and one was a measure of expression 
(ITPA $)• One motor expressive measure (ITPA 6 ) for experimental 
boys was signifioant in Phase I but was not significant in Phase II* 

A language measure (ITPA 7) and a measure of motor skills (Phase It 
Total Motor Test| Phase lit Gross Motor Observations) showed signi* 
ficant differences favoring experimental boys in Phase II but not 
in Phase I* Thus, a total of five variables significantly favored 
experimental boys in Phase n as ocmpared with four variables in 
Riase I) No significant differences favored control boys in Phase I, 
and the only significant difference favoring control boys in Phase II 
was age, this difference resulting from early testing of three experi- 
mental boys who were moving from the area* 



Posttest Minus Pretest Phase I and Phase II Comparison for Girls * 

Six variables in which differences significantly favored the experi- 
mental group of girls in Phase I also favored experimental girls in 
Phase II* Of the six, two were measures of cognition (ITPA L*Q*, 

PPVT I*Q.), and the others weres one measure of visual skill (Beery VHI), 
one measure of expression (ITPA 5)» one measure of retention (ITPA 9), 
and one measure of motor skill (Phase It Total Motor Testf Phase II: 

Gross Motor Observations)* TWo variables, one a measure of auditory 
conqprehension (ITPA l) and tlie other a measure of motor expression 
(ITPA 6 ), showed significant differences in Fhase I, but not in Phase II* 
TWo measures of cognition (ITPA 3 , ITPA 1|) showed a significant differ- 
ence in Phase II, but not in Phase I* Thus, a total of eight variables 
favored the experimental group for eadi phase at a statistically 
significant level* The control group of girls showed no significant 
differences on posttest minus pretest results for either phase of the 
study* 
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Tabl« 19* Poattaft Mliiat Pratfst Conparlsona 
Bftwatn SxpariMntal (E) and Control (Gh» Co) 
Qroupa in Fhaoo I and Phato II 





B 0 T S 


GIRLS 


Variable 


Phase I 


Phase II 


Phase I 


Phase II 


Age 




C > E 


ns 


ns 


ITPA L.Q. 


B ’ Co* * 


E > C 


E > Co 


E > C 


PPVT I.Q. 


ns 


ns 


E > Gn* 
E > Co 


E > C 


Beery VMI 


ns 


ns 


. E > Cn 
E > Co 


E > C 

> 


ITPA 1 


ns 


1 ns 

1 


E > Co 


1 ns 


ITPA 2 


ns 


! no 

f 


ns 


ns 


ITPA 3 


ns 


ns. 


ns 


E > C 


ITPA li 


E > Co* 


E > C 

1 


ns 

] 


E > C 

1 


ITPA 5 


E . Ctl^ 
E > Co 


E > C 


E > Cn 
E > Co 


E > C 


ITPA 6 


£ > Cn 
£ > Co 


ns 


E > Co* 


ns 


ITPA 7 


ns 


£ > C 


ns 


ns 


ITPA 8 


ns 


ns 


ns 




ITPA 9 


ns 


ns 


E > Co* 


E > C 


Total / Gross 
Motor/ Motor 


ns 


E > C 


E > Co 


E > C 


Auditory BLs crimination 


ns 


ns 


ns 


ns 


Behavior Rating 




ns 


— 


ns 


Counting 


— 


ns 


— 


ns 



^ns • not significant 

^Co - Control group without school experience 
^Cn - Control group with nursery school experience 

*5ignif leant only when conimting each class separately (ESn, Ea, Ev, El) 
with total groups E^ Cn, Co* 
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Preklndirgarten Eacperlaiant» Second Tear 



I 

* 



1 



Data trm preteatiy poatteata^ poatteata mliraa preteatsy and the 
end-of-^ar raadinaaa taata of the experimental (E) and two control 
(Cn» Co; grofupa were compared aeparately by aex* In eadi inatancei 
the Wilk^a lambda critexion indicated no atatietlcaUsr aignif leant 
difference among any of the groupa* Therefore» any dlfferencea among 
teat variablea^ If founds would be likely to be significant only by 
chance* The data are reported In Table 20* 

Table 20* Wllk'e Lambda Criteria and 



UhlTariate P Tests of Significance 


by Sex 




Variable 


Wilk's 

Lambda 

Criterion 


Signi- 

fleanea 


Univariate 
F Test 


Signi- 

ficance 


B 0 T S 


PRETEST 

Age» 2 control, 

12 dependent Tarlables 


•6l6 


ns 


.088 to .991, 


ns 


POSTTEST 
Age» 2 control, 

1 13 dependent Tarlables 

ITPA 1 


.909 


ns 


.223 to .977 
.027 


ns 

sig.* 


i POSTTEST MINUS PRETEST 

I Age, 2 control, 

12 dependent variables 


.7U3 


ns 


.162 to .973 


ns 


READINESS 

7 dependent variables 


.777 


ns 


.298 to .783 

1 


ns 

1 


' GIRLS 


PRETEST 

Age, 2 control, 

12 dependent variables 


.993 


ns 


.118 to .990 


ns 


1 POSTTEST 

1 Age, 2 control, 

1 13 dependent variables 


.631, 


ns 


.063 to .902 


ns 


POSTTEST MINUS PRETEST 
1 Ago, 2 oonti^f 

12 dependmit TariaUes 

, ITPA 5 


.521 


ns 


.061, to .999 
.01,7 


ns 

sig.* 


! READINESS 

’ 7 depen<dlent variables 

Copying Test 


*619 


ns 


.31*1* to .935 
.021 


ns 

sig.* 



Probable chance significance. 
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Although of no oolentlflo interest^ the pretest^ posttestf poet- 
teat minus pretest^ and readiness test means were examined to determine 
the number of tiroes the means of each group excelled one or both of 
the other groups* Complete data are given in Appendix G* Table 21 
summarizes these figures* 



Table 21* FVequenc7 in vhioh the Mean Scores of Each 
Group Excelled One or Both Remaining Groups 





E > Gn 


E > Go 


Cn > E 


Ch > Co 


Co > E 


Co > Cn 


BOYS 




Pretest 


7 


12 


6 


10 


1 


h 


Posttest 


9 


10 


h 


10 


1 


3 


Posttest Minus 
Pretest 


9 


5 


h 


5 


6 


9 

I 


Readiness 


3 


7 


h 


5 


0 


2 


GIRLS 




Pretest 


8 


5 


! 

5 i 




8 


8 


Posttest 


11 


10 


2 


5 


k 


7 


Posttest Minus 
Pretest 


10 


9 


3 


6 


h 


5 


Readiness 


6 


S 


1 


5 


2 


1 




i 



I 

1 
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CONCLUSIONS 



Results of the second year of the study at the prekindergarten 
level show that ehlldrein who participated in the experimental classes 
made significantly greater gains on nine measures of development than 
the control group* Gains made by the control group were in no instance 
significantly greater than gains made by the experimental group* 
Experimental boys showed significantly more growth in measures of 
oognition^ languagSf and motor skills* Experimental girls surpassed 
control girls in all measures of cognition^ and in one measxire of 
visual skilly languagey retention^ and motor skills* 

The effectiveness of the program also seems apparent when 
experimental and control groups are compared for hipest obtained 
scores* For boys the parogram appeared to have a positive effect 
upon visual skillsy language skills, motor skills, cognition and 
behavior, as they scored significantly hi^er than the control boys* 
Experimental girls scored higher than control girls in visual skills, 
language, motor skills, and cognition* (In each of the thirty-two 
comparisons made, the experimental group scored higher than the control 
group, with one exception, auditory discrimination, on which the ex- 
perimental and control boys were equal. Thirteen of these comparisons 
were statistically significant*) 

Experimental subgroups of boys with specific program needs when 
conpared with control subgroups of boys scored higher on measures of 
visual skills, language skills, motor skills, and cognition. Experi- 
mental subgroups of girls with specific program needs scored higher 
than control groups of girls on measures of visual skills, language 
skills, and cognition* In growth, the language program seemed to 
have made the greatest impact in the target area for boys, while the 
motor and cognition programs had a greater influence upon the girls 
in the area specifically programmed* 

i 

In general, the findings again showed that experimental subgroups 
of children who seemed least competent on a particular measure on the 
initial assessment made the most gain during the year on that specific 
measure* This finding points up the importance of early identification 
of specific developmental needs and the matching of teaching methods 
to the child's developmental level for optimal progress. 

Experimental subgroups of prekindergarten children also made 
significant gains in areas not specifically programmed* This may 
have resulted from the impact of the total program or it mi^t be 
that strengthening one developmental skill influences perfontiance 
in other skill areas and in the area of cognition* 



Finding® from the prekindergarten studies in both years are very 
similari as the programs of each year seemed to have improved language, 
motor skills, and cognition for boys and visual skills, language, 
motor skills and cognition for girls* In both years, the girls seemed 
to profit more than boys ft?om the program* However, in Phase II more 
variables measuring cognition reached a significant level for the 
experimental group* Also, more variables significantly favored Phase II 
experimental boys than Phase I experimental boys* 

At the end of the kindergarten year, the differences between the 
experimental and control groups found in the prekindergarten Ff®** 
not maintained at a significant level of confidence. This would tend 
to support findings summarized by Hess and Bear (17 i of Kxrk-195o, 

Gray and Klaus-196^, Deutch-1965, and Weikart-196h, that the control 
groups tend to gain once they are exposed to stimulating school exper- 
iences. However, all incoming University City kindergarten children 
were given a screening battery of assessment tests and program recom- 
mendations which were reported to all teachers for use in planning 
for eadi child. Control children with specific developmental lags 
being identified by this traditional screen may also have influenced 
the results at the kindergarten level. 

Findings for Phase II again, as in Phase I, support, in part, 
the first hypothesis that prekindergarten children who are provided 
with a personalized program based on individual assessment of their 
developmental skills will increase their intellectual abilities, and 
will learn at a higher level than children without this program. 

Findings for Phase II did not support the second hypothesis that 
the same prekindergarten children will retain their superiority through 
kindergarten. 

Will the developmental skills prekindergarten experience have 
any positive effect on later success in sdiool? This is a question 
which will have to wait until Phase III of the stu<fy is completed 
and the experimental and control children will have experienced more 
formal kinds of learning* 
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Tablt A-l« Diforlption of tho Assettmont Battery and 
Major Skill MBaaurod bgr Ea6h Teat 



DESCRIPTIOIf OP ASSESSMENT BiTTERT 



ILLINOIS TOT OF PSICHOLINOUISpC ABaiTIES (ITPA) > 
^ojilL ^ft^A dwealto Score dorlTod trm 

ohrenoiogl^ ago and total atandard aooro* 

PEABODT PICTURE YOGABPLART TEST, I,Q« Tho ability 
' to indleate the moaning ef a O])oken word by 
doaignatlng one of four pieturea. 

BEERYt pimOPMfflTAL TEST OP ViyAL-MDTOR BITEGRA» 
TION ( VM1) « Ihe perception of and abliity to 
reproduce aijnple geoaietric forma. 

ITPA DECODING T ESTS . Uhderatandlng the meaning of 
vorda and ayoil^a. 

^ Teat 1. Auditory Decoding . The ability to 
comprehend the apoken word. 

Example t Do airplanea fly? Tea, No 
Do bicyclea drink? Tea, No 

Teat 2. Yiaual Decoding . The ability to compre- 
hend picturea. 

Example: Picture of ahoe - Find another 

(different) ahoe. 

ITPA ASSOCIATTON TESTS . Relating viaual or auditory 
aymbola (ideaa^ in meaningful waya. 



Vari- 

ablo 



Majoi 

Dovolopm 

Skill 


f 

J£U1 


M A V 


L R 



d3 



^M-motor, A-auditory, V-viaual, L-language, R-retention, 
2c- Control variable 

^D« Dependent variable 

- liU • 



Cogni- 

tion 



to relate apoken worda in a meaningilbl way. 


D ; 


1 * t 

! ! . ' X 

» * 

> 


Exan9)lei I ait On chair - I aleep on . 

Coffee ia bitter - Sugar ia . 


1 

i 


i i 

i : 

\ i 

, ! > i ! 


Teat U. Viaual-Motor Aaaociation. The ability 
to relate meaningfully viauaJ. aymbola. 


i 

1 

1 

D i 


1 

j 

\ 


! 1 ' ! 

1 ■ ! 

' 1 j X 


Exanqple: Sock goea with ahoe. cup goea with 
apoon. 


! i 


’ ’ 1 
’ ' i' ■ 



r O ' 

ERIC 







Table A-1. (dontlnued) 







o 

me 






DESCRIPTION OF ASSESSMENT BATTERT 



ITPA ENCODINO TESTS . Putting Ideaa into vorda and 
geaturea* 

Teat Vocal Bnoedina . The ability to expreaa 
IdiM in apoKtn woru* 

Exaiqplet Tell all about a - - • Ballf chalky 
bloekf eelluloid* 

Teat 6» Motor Enooding » The ability to expreaa 
one 'a ideaa in geaturea* 

Example: Gun - point, pull trigger. 

Telephone - dial, put to ear. 

ITPA AUTOMATIC TESTS. Handling ayntactical and 
inflectional aapecta of language without 
oonacloua effort. 

Teat 7. Auditory-Vocal Automatic Teat . The 
ability to anticipate what will be aaid 
baaed on what haa already been aaid. 

Example: Here la a bed, here are two be da . 

ITPA SEQUENCING TESTS . Reproducing a aequence of 
aymboia. 

Teat 8. Auditory-Vocal Sequencing . The ability 
to repeat a aequence of aymboia previoualy 
heard. 

Example: Repeating 2 to 6 dlgita. 

Teat 9. Viaual4!otor Sequencing . The ability 
to reproduce a aequence of aymboia previously 
seen. 

Example: A I nn^Qatc. 



1 — 

1 

1 Varl^ 


Major 

Davelopmental 

Skill 


Cogni- 

tion 


1 able 

i 


M 


Ail>J 


R 


! 

1 

! 

1 D 


i 

1 

\ 

i 

1 


! » ‘ i 

i ‘ . i 

1 

• 1 • 

1 

t 

i X 


1 

i 



D 



L 



- - 
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DESCRIPTION OF ASSESSMEl^ BATTERY 



Varl»— 
ablt M I A 



Major 
Dovolopmental 
Skin 



Cognl- 

lion 



OROSS MOTOR OBSERVATIONS, Itoaa 1*6 > control 

and ^aneoc 

Ability to jvmp on oaoh foot» jUBV In ono 
poaltlon^ akipt and walk a balance beam 
forward and backward* 

THPWg-DlMENSIONAL AUDITORY DISCRIMINATION TEST ** 
Ualng t 07 od jecta* 

Exanple: Thia ia mouse; this le house* 

Give me house* 

COUNTING* Ability to count consecutively from 
Tto“l01. 



BEHAVIOR RATING** Examiner's subjective estimate 
of child* 8 reactions * 



METROPOLITAN READINESS TESTS* FORM B . Readiness 
for the first primary yeiur* 

Example: Tests include: 1* Word Meaning; 

2* Listening; 3* Matching; 

U* Alphabet; 5* Numbers; 

6* Copying; 7* Conqposite Score* 



INTRA- 

I INTERPERSONAL 
RELATIONS 



READINESS 



*Instrument and norms derived locally* 
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.1.11, j,u.x,mi,i^i5yjj 
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IIPA Standard Orriations (S.D.) and 
Langaagt Quotients (L«C«) 
Esctrapolated above the Published Noxma 



The authors of the Illinois Tests of Psycho- 
linguistic Abilities (ITPA) published standard scores 
from approximately -3.00 to +3.00 and language age 
scores {Uk* ) for the total test from two years, 
six months to nine ;jrears, fo\ir months. Standard 
scores are referred to as standard deviations (SaD*)} 
in this report, Hi^er standard deviations (S.D,) 
and language quotients (L,Q.) may be determined from 
Table B-1 which was extrapolated from data in Table D 
of the examiners Manual (8), using a standard devia- 
tion of approximately 16 L,Q. points. 
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Table B-l« 

ITPA Standard Darlationa (S.D.) and Language ^otlente (L.Q.) 




This Table is based on a standard deviation of approximately 16 L*Q. points* 

I 

i 




I 

I ' 










mmm 










. . CMKLt l-l..MBil8tttd) 



Rev 

Soevt 


k-9-0 

to 

5-2-31 


Riv 

Sooro 


b<4>0 

t* 

$-8-31 


Riv 

Soon 


5-3-0 

to 

5-8-31 


Rmr 

Soore 


5-3-0 

to 

5-8-31 


S.D. 


L.Q. 


S.D. 


L.Q. 


S.D. 


L.Q. 


S.D. 


L. Q. 


20lt 


lt.85 


178 


21*0 






20b 


3.1*7 


156 


2b0 


5.03 


180 


203 


1».79 


177 


239 






203 


3.1*3 


155 


239 


b.99 


180 


202 


lt.7l* 


176 


238 






202 


3.38 


15b 


238 


b.9b 


179 


201 


1*.69 


175 


237 






201 


3.3b 


15b 


237 


b.90 


178 


200 


b.63 


171* 


236 






200 


3.30 


153 


236 


b.86 


178 


199 


li.58 


173 


235 






199 


3.25 


152 


235 


b.8l 


177 


198 


U.52 


172 


23b 






198 


3.21 


151 


23b 


b.77 


176 


197 


iui«7 


172 


233 






197 


3.17 


151 


233 


b.73 


176 


196 


li.i*l 


171 


232 






196 


3.12 


150 


m 


b.68 


175 


195 


U.36 


170 


231 






195 


3.08 


lb9 


231 


b.6b 


17b 


19lt 


b.30 


169 


230 






19b 


3.0b 


lb9 


230 


b.60 


17b 


193 


b.25 


168 


229 






193 


2.99 


lb8 


229 


b.55 


173 


192 


l*.19 


167 


228 






192 


2.95 


lb7 


228 


b.5l 


172 


191 


b.li* 


166 


227 






191 






227 


b.b7 


172 


190 


b.09 


165 


226 






190 






226 


b.b2 


171 


189 


l*.03 


16U 


225 






189 






225 


b.38 


170 


168 


3.98 


16U 


22l» 






188 






22b 


b.3b 


170 


187 


3.92 


163 


223 






187 






223 


b.29 


169 


186 


3.87 


162 


222 






186 






222 


b.25 


168 


185 


3.81 


I6l 


221 






185 






221 


b.21 


167 


I6b 


i 3.76 


160 


220 






l8b 






220 


b.l6 


167 


183 


3.70 


159 


219 






183 






219 


b.l2 


166 


182 


3.65 


158 


218 






182 






218 


b.08 


165 


181 


3.59 


157 


217 






l8l 






217 


b.03 


l6b 


180 


3.51* 


157 


216 






180 






216 


3.99 


16b 


179 


3.1*9 


156 


215 






179 






215 


3.95 


163 


178 


3.1*3 


155 


211i 






178 






21b 


3.90 


162 


177 


3.38 


15U 


213 






177 






213 


3.86 


162 


176 


3.32 


153 


212 


■ 




176 






212 1 


3.82 


I6l 


175 


3.27 


152 


211 






175 






{ 211 


3.77 


160 


171* 


3.21 


151 


210 






17b 






210 


3.73 


160 


173 


3.16 


151 


209 






173 






209 


3.69 


159 


172 


3.10 


150 


208 






172 






208 


3.6b 


158 


171 


3.05 


1U9 


207 


5.ca 


180 


171 






207 


3.60 


158 


170 


2.99 


11(8 


206 


b.96 


179 


170 






206 


3.56 


157 


169 


2.91* 


1U7 


205 


b.90 


178 


169 






205 


3.51 


156 



This Table is based on a standard deviation of approximately 16 L«C* points* 
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Tabid C-1* Chi Squardi UnlTarl^^c^ and 
Ifeivariate F Prima Tests of Pretest Differences 
for the Total Eiper liiental and Total Control Oronps by Sct 



Variable 



Age 

ITPA L.Q. 

PPVT I.O. 

Beery VMI r*s* 

ITPA 1 r«s« 

ITPA 2 r.s. 

ITPA 3 r.s* 

ITPA k r«8« 

ITPA 5 r.s. 

ITPA 6 r.s. 

ITPA 7 r.s. 

ITPA 8 r«s« 

ITPA 9 r.s* 

Gross Motor Observa- 
tions r«s* 

Auditory DLseriA* r«s« 
Behavior Rating r«s* 
Counting 



BOYS 



GIRLS 



Chi 

Square 



ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

>.05 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

> .05 

ns 

ns 

> .02 
ns 
ns 



Dhivariate 



ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 



ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 



ns 



ns 



ns 

ns 



pt 



ns 



ns 



ns 



Chi 

Square 



M 

ns 

> .02 
ns 
ns 
ns 
ns 
ns 
ns 
ns 
ns 
ns 
ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 



Dhivariate 



ns 

ns 



ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 

ns 



pi# 



ns 



^If the Chi Square test is significant, the F Prime test is used, 
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Table C-2. Ghl Sqoare> UniTarlate f, and 
DhiTariate F PTiM Teats of Poetteet Differences 





B 0 7 S ] 


a I R L s 




Ohi [ 
Sqom 


ItalTariate 


Chi 

Square 


Uhivariate 


Variable 


F 


f* 


F 


r* 


Age 


ns 


ns 




ns 


ns 




ITPA L.Q. 


ns 

I 


>.005 




ns 


>.005 




PPTT I.Q. 


ns 1 


ns 




>.01 




>.05 


Beexy VMI r«s« 


>.02 I 




>.05 


ns 


>.01 




ITPA 1 r.s. 


ns 


ns 




ns 


ns 




ITPA 2 r.s. 


n. 1 


ns 




ns 


> .005 




ITPA 3 r.s. 


, 1 

ns 


ns 




ns 


ns 




ITPA U r.s. 


t 

j 

ns 1 


> .025 




ns 


ns 




ITPA 5 r.s. 


ns 


> .005 1 

1 


1 

1 

[ 


ns 


> .005 

. i 

\ 




ITPA 6 r.s. 


n. 


t 

ns 


1 


ns 


ns 

( 




ITPA 7 r.s. 


j ^ .01 




> .025 


ns 


! ns 

i 




ITPA 8 r.s. 


ns 


ns 




ns . 


\ 

ns 




ITPA 9 r.s. 


> .05 




na 


> .01 


i 

1 


ns 


Gross Motor Observa- 
tions r.s. 


ns 


> .005 




1 

>.001 


1 

i 

1 

t 

i 

1 


>.005 


Auditory Discrim. r.s. 


ns 


ns 




ns 


j ns 

1 

1 

♦ 


i 

1 


Behavior Rating r.s. 


>.01 


j 


>.05 


ns 


i 

ns 


i 


Counting ; 


ns 


ns 


, 


ns 


! ns 

% 





t ■ 

I 

I 



If the Chi Square test is significant, the F Prime test is used. 
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T&ble p*3« Chi Square^ Chivariate and 
Iftilrasrlate F Prine Teats of Poatteat Minus Pretest Differences 
for the Total Experinental and Total Control Groups b7 Sex 



Variable 


B 0 T S 


0 I R L S 


Chi 

Square 


Uhivariate 


Ctii 

Sqixare 


IfrdTariate . 


F 


FI* 


F 




Age 


>.01 




>.05 


ns 


ns 




ITPA L.Q. 


ns 


>.005 

1 




' he 


> .005 

i 




PPVT I.Q. 


>.05 


! 

j 


ns 


1 

ns 


> .005 I 


Beexy VMI r«s« 


ns 


1 

ns 

1 

j 




ns ! 


> .01 

1 


ITPA 1 r«8« 


ns 

' 1 


ns 1 

i 




ns 


ns 




ITPA 2 r.s. 


ns 

1 


ns 




1 

ns 


t 

ns 

1 ( 

1 


t 

i 


ITPA 3 r*8. 


ns 


ns 




ns 


>^005; 


ITPA li r.s. 


ns 

I 


i > .05 

i 




ns 

i 


[ \ 

: >.05 ! 

5 1 


ITPA 5 r.s. 


ns 


1 • 

> .005 




ns 


; >.025 

1 : 


ITPA 6 r.s. 


ns 


ns 1 

1 




ns 


t ; 

1 


ITPA 7 r.s. 


ns 


> .05 ' 


j 


ns 


ns 


1 


ITPA 8 r.s. 


ns 


ns 1 

1 


1 

t 


ns 


, ns 

i 


1 

i 

] 


ITPA 9 r.s. 


ns 


1 

ns 

i 


1 

1 

1 


ns 


i > .05 ! ^ 


Gross Motor Observa- 






t 




; j 


tions r.s. 


ns 


> .005 

i 




ns 


> .005 I 


Auditory Diserim. r.s. 


>.05 


) 


ns 


ns 


i 

ns 


Behavior Rating r.s. 


ns 


J 

ns 




ns 


ns 

1 


Counting 


ns 


ns 

!; 

1 




>.02 




1 ns 



*If the Chi Square test is significant^ the F Prime test is used( 



Table D*l« Signifloant Poetteat Differences between the 



Total Experimental and Total Control Qronps by Sex 











Mean 


Variable 


Groups 


xauicsh 

Test 

] 


t*Test 

1 


Larger 


Smaller 



DOTS 



ITPA L.Q. 


E 


> C 


».001 


>.01 


122.55 


111.37 


Beery VMI 


£ 


> C 


>.05 


>.05 


8.68 


7.81 


ITPA k 


E 


> C 


>.05 


>.02 


lii.91 


12.9lt 


ITPA $ 


E 


> c 


>.005 


>.01 

] 


17.6U 

i 


ll».2li 


ITPA 7 


E 


> c 


>.05 


>.02 


12.91 


11.52 


Gross Motor Observations 


E 


> c 


>.005 


>.01 


17.8U 


Ui.66 


Behavior Rating 


E 


> c 


>.o5 


>.05 

i 

1 


17.06 

i 


15.8U 



GIRLS 



ITPA L.Q. 


E 


> C 


>.001 


>.01 


123.39 


111.15 


PPVT I.Q. 


E 


> C 


>.05 


>.05 


Uli.30 


109.28 


Beery 


E 


> C 


>.01 


>.01 


9.17 


8.01 


ITPA 2 


E 


> C 


>.005 


>.01 


12.3lt 


10.65 


ITPA 5 


E 


> C 


>.005 


>.01 


18.U3 


15.23 


Gross Motor Observations 


E 


> C 


>.001 


V 

• 

3 


19.93 


17.17 
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Table D-2* Slgnlf leant Postteat Minus Pretest Differences 
between the Total Experimental and Total Oontrol Groups by Sex 







Dunoan 

Test 




Mean 


Variable 


Groups 


t*Test 


Larger | Smaller 




EOT 


S 







Age 


C > E 


V 

• 

O 

vn 




>.05 


9.28 


9.00 

i 


ITPA L.Q. 


E > C 


V 

• 

8 

vn 


».01 


11.91 


1.62 


ITPA k 


E > C 


> .05 


>.05 


U.22 


1.86 


ITPA 5 


E > C 


».oo5 


>.01 


6.97 


3.83 


ITPA 7 

1 


E > C 


> .05 


O 

• 

A 


3.62 


2.32 


i 

Gross Motor Observations ’ 


E > C 


>.005 


>.01 


6.75 


3.26 



GIRLS 



ITPA L.Q. 


E > C 


>.001 


>.01 


12.51* 


-1.25 


PPVT I.Q. 


E > C 


>.005 


>.01 


8.10 


2.11* 


Beery VMI 


E > C 


>.01 


>.01 


3.31* 


2.36 


ITPA 3 


E > C 


>.001 


>.01 


1*.21 


2.31 


ITPA h 


E > C 


>.05 


>.05 


1*.58 


2.55 


ITPA 5 


E > C 


>.05 


>.02 


6.86 


1*.12 


ITPA 9 


E > C 1 

1 


>.05 


>.05 

j 


1 1*.28 

1 

\ 


2.53 


Gross )totor Observations 

! 


E > C 


>.005 


>.01 


6.3li 


3.07 




Table E-1* Chi-Square » Univariate and 
Univariate F Prime Testa of Pretest Differences 
for the Experimental and Control Subgroups hy Sex 





B 0 T S 


GIRLS 




Chi 

Square 


Univariate 


Chi 

Square 


Univariate 


Variable 


F 


F« 


F 


F« 


Age 


ns 


ns 


I 


ns 


ns 




ITPA L.Q. 


-.01 




>.005 i 


1 

ns 


>.005 




PPVT I.Q. 


ns 


ns 


t 


>.01 


1 


> .025 


Beery VMI r*s* 


ns 


' .005 


' 

! 


ns 


> .005 




ITPA 1 r*s* 


>.01 




V 

• 

8 

vn 


ns 


ns 




ITPA 2 r*s* 


ns 


>.025 




>.05 




>.005 


ITPA 3 r.s. 


ns 


V 

• 

o 

o 

vn 




ns 


> .005 




ITPA k r.s. 


ns 


ns 




ns 


>.05 


1 

! 


ITPA 5 r.s. 


i >.001 

i 


1 


>.005 


ns 


>.005 




ITPA 6 r.s* 


ns 


^.005 


1 


ns 


V 

• 

8 


• 


ITPA 7 r.s. 


ns 


ns 


1 


>.05 


i 

I 


>.005 


ITPA 8 r.s. 


> .01 




rs 


ns 


>.005 




ITPA 9 r.s. 


ns 


>.01 




ns 


> .005 




Gross Motor Observa- 
tions r.s* 


ns 


O 

• 

A 




ns 


> .005 


I 


1 

Auditory Dlserlm* r.s* 


>.001 




ns 


> .001 




ns 


Behavior Rating r.s* 


ns 


>.025 




ns 


ns 


1 

i 

j 


Counting 


> *001 




ns 


>.001 




\ ns 

t 

! 



the Chi Square test is significant^ the F Prime Test is used* 
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Table E*2« Chi-Square^ Univariate and 
Univariate F Prdlme Teste of Posttest Differences 
for the Experimental and Control Subgroups bv Sex 





B 0 I S j 


1 GIRLS 




Chi 


Univariate | 


1 

1 Square 


Uilvariate 


Variable 


Vllx 

Square 


F 


F* 1 


F 


F»* 


Age 


ns 


ns 

1 




ns 


ns 




ITPA L.Q. 


ns 


> .005 




ns 


> .005 




PPVT I.Q. 


ns 


>.01 

I 


i 


ns 


>.005 




Beexy VMI r«s« 


ns 


1 

>.005 


1 


ns 


>.01 




ITPA 1 r.8. 


ns 


1 >.05 

j 




ns 


>.05 




ITPA 2 r.8. 


1 n» 

( ! 


I ns 

1 




ns 


>.05 




ITPA 3 r.8. 


I 

1 88 


1 

1 > .01 




ns 


>.01 




ITPA li r.8. 


1 >» 


! 

1 

ns 




ns 


>.005 




ITPA 5 r.8. 


118 


8 

• 

A 


1 


ns 


1 > .005 




ITPA 6 r.8. 


88 


1 

> .005 




ns 1 

i 


j 1 

>.005 


1 


ITPA 7 r.s. 


ns 

i 


> .025 




ns 1 

1 


; > .05 




ITPA 8 r«8« 


j 

ns 


88 




>.001 j 


j 


>.005 

( 


ITPA 9 r.s. 


ns 


88 




>.02 


. i 

i 


>.005 


Gross Motor Observa- 
tions r.s. 


ns 


V 

3 

vn 




>.01 




>.005 


Audit. DLscrim. r.s. 


ns 


>.005 




> .02 




ns 


Behavior Rating r.s. 


>.01 




>.025 


> .01 




ns 


Counting 


>.01 




>.05 


>.001 j 

f 

1 


1 

i 


ns 



*If the Chi Square test is signif leant, the F Prime Test is used 
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Table E-3* Chi Square^ Univariate F, and 
Univariate F Prime Testa of Postteat Minus Pretest Differences 
for the Experimental and Control Subgroups by 





BOYS 


GIRLS 




Chi 

Square 


Univariate 


Chi 

Square 


Univariate 


Variable 


w 

m 


pi* 


F 


pf* 


Age 


>.o5 




ns 


' 1 
i 

ns 1 


1 ns 




ITPA L.Q. 


i 

ns 1 


V 

• 

8 

vn 




ns 


>.005 




PPVT I.Q. 


»3 • 


1 

ns 1 




ns 


ns 




Beer 7 VMI r*s* 


ns 


V 

. 

o 




ns 


ns 




ITPA 1 r.s. 


>.05 




ns 


ns 


ns 




ITPA 2 r.s. 


ns 


ns 




ns 


ns 




ITPA 3 r.s. 


ns 

i i 


ns 




ns 


>.005 

1 




ITPA h r.s. 


ns 


ns 




ns 


ns 




ITPA ^ r.s. 


1 

ns 


> .025 




ns 


V 

. 

o 


I 


ITPA 6 r.s. 


ns 1 


ns 




ns 


ns 




ITPA 7 r.s. 


ns , 


ns 




ns 


ns 


i 


ITPA 8 r.s. 


>.01 




1 ns 


>.01 


/ 

1 


1 ns 

1 


ITPA 9 r.s. 


ns 


1 ns 


1 

t 


ns 


; » .025 


i 

t 

I 

! 

J 


Gross Motor Observa- 
tions r.s. 


ns 


V 

. 

O 

VA 


1 

\ 


ns 


V 

• 

8 

VA 


i 

1 

i- 

\ 

♦ 

1 


Auditory Discrim. r.s. 


>.001 


i 


ns 


> .001. 




/ 

ns 


Behavior Rating r.Si. 


ns 


ns 


t 

i 


ns 


ns 




Counting 


>.001 


1 

i 


! 

1 ns 

j 


> .001 


I 


ns 






the Chi Square test is significant! the F Prime test is used< 



I 



- 57 - 






lERlC 

















Table F-1* Signlf leant Pretest lUf Terences 
for Bo^ among Experimental and Control Subgroups 







Dunoan 

Test 




Mean 












Variable 


Groups 


t»Test 


Larger 


Smaller 


ITPA L*Q* 


b 

^\T > CL 


>.05 


>*05 ! 


I 

) 

! 

112.66 i 


93.38 




Ew > a 


>.005 


>.01 


m .8 o i 


93.38 




El > CM 


>.05 


>*01 j 


129.88 ! 


108.62 




El > CV 


>.05 


>*02 1 


129.88 


110.16 




El > a 


>.001 


>.01 ! 


! 129.88 


93.33 




EX > CW 


>.05 


>.01 


129.88 
128.57 i 


108.88 




Cl > EM 


>.05 


>.05 


108.60 




Cl > EA 


>.005 


>.01 


128.57 ; 


89.66 




COE > EV 


>.05 


>*05 i 


1 128.57 : 


112.66 




Cl > EL 


>.001 ; 


1 >.01 


i 128.57 i 


92 .Ut 




Cl > EW 

e 


>.01 


i >.01 i 

{ 

1 ' 

! >*01 


i 128.57 ^ 

! j 

i 


: 111.80 

1 

1 

i 

i 




m > EA 


>.05 


! 111.80 


89.66 




m > EL 


>. o 5 


j >.01 


! 111.80 


92.11* 




El V EV 


>. o 5 


>.05 


1 129.88 


112.66 




El > EL 


>.001 


>.01 


! 129.88 


92.il* 




El > BW 


>.01 


1 ».01 


129.88 : 

i 


111.80 


Beery VMI r*s** 


i 

b 

El > CM 


*>. o 5 


1 

1 >.01 


\ 

7 .UU 


1*.87 




El > CV 


».01 


i >.01 


: 7 .UU 


3.83 




El > Gwr 


>.05 


! >*01 


; 7 .UU 


1 1*.88 




Cl > EM 


>.01 


i >*01 
>*01 


7*00 


3.80 




Cl > EV 


>. o 5 


7.00 


l *. l 6 




Cl > EW 
c 


i >. o 5 


I >.02 ' 

1 

1 


7*00 

1 

T 


! 5.33 

1 

1 

t 




eFTW 


>.05 


>.01 


; 7 .Ui 


1*.16 




El > BW 


>. o 5 


CM 

o 

• 

A 


1 7.hh 

I 


! 5.33 

i 


ITPA 1 r*s* 


b 




5 

\ 

1 

f 


i 

I 17. U 6 


1 

6.00 




EW > CA 


>.05 


j >.02 




Cl > EA 


>.05 


1 >.01 


' 18.57 


10.66 



*r«s« Indicates raw score. 

^latched experimental and control groups with similar program need* 
l^llbmatohed experimental and control groups* 

^lAnmatohed experimental groups* 











Table F-1. (oontinued) 







Dunoan 1 

Test ! 




Mean 


Variable 


Groups 


t-Test 


Larger 


Smaller 


ITPA 2 r*ai** 


b 

Cl > fiV 


T 

1 

? 

>.01 1 


>.01 


12.50 


7.00 




CX ^ Ell 


»»o5 I 


>.01 


12.50 


8.85 




Cl > EW 


>.05 


>.01 


12.50 


9.53 


ITPk 3 r*s* 


a 


1 

>.05 


CM 

O 

• 

A 


12.00 


8.15 




b 

E7 > CL 


>.01 i 


>*01 


13.83 


8.15 


‘ - 


Ew > a . 


>.01 1 


>.01 


12.33 


8.15 




EH > a 


>.005 ; 


>.01 


13.77 


8.15 




CI > EM 


>.01 i 


>.01 


l6.11t 


10.1|0 




Cl > EA 


>.005 ! 


>^01 


I6.11j 


7.66 




Cl ^ E)L 


i > .05 ' ’ 


>.01 


16.11» 


12.00 




d > EW 


>.01 ! 

1 


>.01 


I6.11t 


12.33 




c 

El > EA 


1 

' 1 

>.05 1 

f » 

i i 


>*01 


13.77 


7.66 


ITPA $ r.s* 


b 

eV > a 


1 1 
1 

>.o5 


>.o^ 


12.16 


7.23 




El > CM 


>.05 


>.02 


ll ».22 


7.75 




El > a 


>.005 


! >.01 


llt .22 


7.23 




El » CW 


>.05 


>.o^ 


ll ».22 


9.33 




CI > EA 


>.01 


>.02 


16.00 


7.00 




CI > EL 


>.001 


>.01 


16.00 


6.28 




CI > EW 


>.01 


>.01 


16.00 


10.73 




0 

EV > EL 


>.05 


>.02 


12.16 


6.2S 




EW > EL 


>. o 5 


>*01 


10.73 


6.28 




El > EL J 


>.005 


>.01 

1 


Ui.22 


6.28 



*r*s* indicates raw score* 

^Matched experimental and control groups with similar program need* 
Unmatched e^qperimental and control groups* 

^Unmatched experimental groups* 
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Table F-1* (continued) 







Duncan 

Test 




Mean 


Variable 


Groups 


t-Test 


Larger 


Smaller 


ITPA 6 p.#/ 


b 

El > CL 


>.005 


>*01 


15.00 


9.69 




El > CW 


». o 5 


>*01 


i 5 .oo 


10.33 




Cl > EM 


>.01 


>*02 


IU .61* 


8.80 




Cl > EL 


>.005 


>*01 


lli .6 ]i 


8.00 




Cl > EW 


>. o 5 


>*01 


1 U .6!( 


11.06 




c 

El > EM 


o 

• 

A 


>*01 


15.00 


8.80 




£I > Eli 


>.005 


>*01 


15.00 


8.00 




El > m 


V 

* 

O 

VA 


>*01 


15.00 


11.06 


ITPA ^ r*s* 


b 

El > C^ 


>.05 


>*05 


9.88 


5.66 




EX CL 


>.005 


>*01 


9.88 


5.00 




EW > CL 


>.05 


>*01 


8.33 


5.00 




c 

El > EL 


V 

* 

O 

VA 


i 

i >.01 

1 

1 


9.88 


6.00 


Gross Motor 

Observations r*s* 


b 

EV > CM 


>.05 


1 • 
j 

>*01 


12.16 


3.75 




EL > CM 


>.05 


>*01 


10.! i 2 


3.75 




m > CM 


>.005 


>*01 


12.26 


3.75 




El > CM 


>.01 


>*01 


13.22 


3.75 




CL * EiM 


>.01 


>*01 


13. U 6 


3.60 




CW > EM 


>.05 


>*01 


11.11 


3.60 




Cl > EM 


>.005 


>•01 


13.78 


3.60 




c 

eV > m 


».05 


>*01 


12.16 


3.60 




EW > EM 


>.01 


>*01 


12.26 


3.60 




El > EM 


>. o 5 


>*01 


13.22 


: 3.60 

1 


Behavior Rating r*s* 


b 

EX > CW 


>.005 


>.01 


17 .!ili 


r 

i 

i 11.55 




CX > EM 


>.05 


>*02 


16.85 


12.00 

I 




c 

EX > EM 


>.05 


>*02 


17.!» l 4 


1 12*00 



^r«s« indicates raw score* 

hatched experimental and control groups with similar program need* 
^Iftimatched experimental and control groups* 

^Unmatched s::q)eriEiental groups* 




Table F-2. Significant Pretest IUfferenoee 
for Girls among Experimental and Control Subgroups 







Bunoan 

Test 




Mean 


Variable 


Groups 


t-Test 


Larger 


Smaller 


rrPA L*Q* 


b 

liiiir * dL 


>.05 


>*02 


109.38 


93.1i» 




El > CM 


>.001 


>*01 


127.57 


101.37 




El > CV 


>.005 


>*01 


127.57 


103.80 




Cl > GL 


>.001 


>*01 


127.57 


93.IU 




El - CR 


>.005 


>*01 


127.57 


99.66 




El > CW 


>.005 


>*01 


127.57 


110.07 




Ctf ^ EL 


>.05 


>*01 


110.07 


i 95.83 




Cl > EM 


>.001 


>*01 


126.28 


1 98.25 




Cl > EV 


>.001 


>*01 


126.28 


; 101.00 




Cl > EL 


1 >.001 


>*01 


126.28 


! 95.83 




Cl > EW 


>.005 


>*01 

1 


126.28 


! 109.88 




c 

El > m 


>.001 


i 

\ 

i >*01 


127.57 


1 98.25 




El > EV 


».oo5 


i >*01 


127.57 


! 101.00 




El > EL 


>.001 


>*01 


127.57 


1 95.83 




El > EW 


>.005 


>*01 

{ 


127.57 


1 109.88 


PPVT I*Qo 


b 

EW ^ CL 


>.05 


j >.05 


107.22 


! 

1 

I 

1 

1 90*00 




El > CL 


>.005 


! >*01 


i 113.71 


: 90*00 




CW > Ell 


>.05 


1 >*01 


107.15 


1 92*16 




Cl > EM 


>.05 


i >*01 


III4.68 


i 101*87 




Cl > EL 


:-»005 


! >*01 


li!(.68 


! 92*16 

i 




c 

El > a 


>.01 


>*01 

i 


1 

i 113.71 

1 

} 


I 

I 92.16 

j 


Beery VMI r*s*^ 


b 




i 

i 


1 

i 

1 


i 

1 

^ 1..37 




>.05 


>*02 


i 6.77 




EW > CV 


>.05 


>*01 


6.77 


1 3.U0 




El > CM 


>.o5 


>*01 


6.92 


1 U.37 




El > CV 


>.01 


>*01 


6.92 


; 3.UO 




El > CR 


>.o5 


>*05 


6.92 


3.66 



'^r.s. indicates raw score* 

^Hatched ejqperimental and control groups with similar program need* 
^Unmatched experimental and control groups* 

^Unmatchud experimental groups* 







Table F-2« (oontlnued) 



Variable 


Groups 


Bbnoan 

Test 


\ 


Msan 


t-Test 


Larger 


Smaller 


Beery VMI r*s*^ (oont'd*) 


b(oont*d) 

HT^ 


>.05 


>*05 


6.92 


5.07 




CX > EM 


>.01 


>*01 


7 . 2 l » 


U .62 




Cl > E7 


>.005 


>*01 1 


7 . 2 lt i 


3.30 




Cl > EL 

t 


>. 0 S 


> .02 ; 

s 


7 . 2 U ! 

1 


5.00 


1 


1 

1 

c 




i 

\ 


! 






EW * 


>.05 


>* o 5 i 


6.77 i 


3.80 




El > m 


>.05 


>.02 


6.92 


U .62 




El > EV i 

1 


>.05 


>*02 


6.92 


3.30 


ITPA 2 r*s* 


1 


j 

j 










tl > of 


>.05 


>*01 i 


10.28 


5.00 




Cl '* EL 


>. o 5 


>*01 


9.76 


[ 5.33 




0 

El > EL 

1 


>.05 


>.01 


10.28 

1 


5.83 


ITPA 3 r*s* 


1 

b 












El > CM 


>. o 5 


>*01 


16.35 


12.50 




31 > CL 


V 

• 

8 

VA 


>*01 


16.85 1 


I 10.28 




El > Of 


>.05 


>.01 


16.35 


13.00 




Cl » EM 


>.005 


>*01 


15.56 


10.00 




Cl > EV 


>.05 


>*01 


15.56 , 


10.60 




Cl > EL 


>.01 


>*01 


! 15.56 

\ 


10.00 




0 

El > ^ 


i >.001 


>*01 


16.85 


1 

10.00 




El > EV 


: >.01 


>.01 


16.85 


10.60 




El > EL 


V 

• 

8 

VA 


>*01 


16.85 


10.00 




El > ER 


1 >.05 


>*01 


16.85 


10.00 


ITPA h r*8* 


b 


t 










Cl > m 


».01 


: >*01 


13 . 2 U 


8.50 




Cl > El 


>.05 


! >.01 

Q 

i 


13 . 2 li 


8.16 



^r«s« indicates rav score* 

hatched experiinental and control groups with similar program need* 

^Jhmatched experimental and control groups* 

^Unmatched experimental groups* 
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Table F-2. (oontliinad) 



Variable 



ITPA 5 r.a. 



ITPA 6 r.a. 



ITPA Y r.a. 



Oroupt 


IXmoan 

Tbtt 






b 






11 * di 


>.05 


>•02 


El * CV 


>.05 


>.01 


El » a 


>.005 


>•01. 


CI > Of 


>.05 


>.01 


Cl > EIL 


>.05 


>.01 


e 








>.05 


>.01 


El * EL 


>.01 


>.01 


b 






imsi 


>.05 


>.05 


El > CV 


>.01 


>.01 


CI > Of 


>.01 


>.01 


CI > EV 


».05 


>.02 


c 




< 




V 

• 

O 

VA 


V 

• 

o 

vn 


b 






> W 


>.005 


>.01 


El > CV 


>.C5 


>.01 


El ^ CL 


>.005 


>.01 


El > CR 


>.05 


>.01 


El > Gtf 


>.005 


>.01 


CW > EL 


>.05 


>.01 


CI > EM 


>.05 


>.01 


CI > EV 


>.05 


>.05 


CI > EL 


>.001 


>.01 


e 






srrgc 


>.005 


>.01 


El > Of 


>.005 


>.01 


El > EV 


>.05 


>•02 


El > EL 


>.001 


>.01 



Naan 



Larger 



lit.l(2 

Ut.b2 

Ut.U 

13.20 

13.20 



Snallar 



9.37 

8.60 

7.71 

9.37 

8.16 



Ui.b2 

Ht.tt2 



9.37 

6.16 



13.35 

13.35 

lb.36 

lii.36 



13.35 



’8 



12..: 
12.28 
12.26 
12.28 
12.28 
8.38 
11.12 
11.12 
11.12 



9.62 

6.80 

9.50 

10.00 



9.50 



10.55 

12.28 

12.28 

12.28 



7.12 

7.80 

7.00 

6.66 

8.38 

lt.50 

7.62 

7.60 

b.SO 



b.50 

7.62 

7.60 

ii.fO 



*r.a., indioates raw score. 

^Hatched experinental and control groups with similar program need< 
"Itmiatched ej^erimental and control groups. 

°1Jbmatdied experimental groups. 
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Table P-2* (oontlnued) 



I 










Dunean 

Test 




Mean 


Variable 


Groups 


t-Test 


Larger 


Rnsller 


ITPA 6 r.i.* 


b 

irns 


».05 


>•01 


22.65 


15.62 




Bi > a 


>.001 


>.01 


22.65 


10.65 




El > CR 


>.001 


>*0l 


22.65 


6.66 




BI > Otf 


>.00j 


>*01 


22.65 


15.53 




Cl > EM 


>.005 


>*01 


21.lt8 


12.75 




Cl > EV 


*.05 


>*C1 


21.li8 


13.10 




CX ^ ER 


*.os 


>*0$ 


21.U8 


11.50 




0 

BI > Eh 


V 

• 

8 

vn 


>*01 


22.65 


12.75 




El > EV 


>.01 


>*01 


22.65 


13.U0 




El > ER 


».05 


>*02 


22.85 


11.50 




El > EM 


».05 


>*02 


22.85 


17.22 


ITPA 9 r*s* 


b 

Erf > CM 


>.05 


>*01 


7.66 


3.75 




El > (M 


>.001 


>*01 


10.65 


3.75 




El > GR 


V 

* 

O 

vn 


>*01 


10.65 


5.00 




Cl > EM 


V 

• 

8 

vn 


>*01 


10.16 


5.12 




Cl > EV 


>.05 


>*02 


10.16 


5.60 




Cl > EL 


j >.c5 

1 


>.05 


10.16 


6.16 




0 

El > E^ 


V 

• 

8 

vn 


>*01 


10.65 


5.12 




El > EV 


*.05 


>*01 


10.65 


5.60 




El > EL 


».05 


>*C2 


10.65 


6.16 




El > ER 


>.05 


>*02 


10.85 


U.50 


Gross Motor Observa- 
tions r*s* 


b 

EV ^ CM 


».05 


>*01 


13.U0 


5.37 




EL > (M 


>.05 


>.05 


11.33 


5.37 




ER > CM 


>.05 


>*01 


15.00 


5.37 




EM > CM 


>.001 


>*01 


15.55 


5.37 




El > CM 


>.001 


>•01 


17.07 


5.37 




CV > EM 


>.05 


^*01 


12.80 


U.75 




GL > EM 


>.005 


>*01 


lti.85 


ii.75 




GR > EM 


>.05 


>*05 


12.66 


ii.75 




CM > EM 


>.001 


>*01 


16.76 


U.75 




Cl > EM 


>.001 


>*01 


15.96 


li.75 















*r«s« indicates raw score* 

^Matched experimental and control groups with similar program need* 
^Uinmatehed experimental and control groups* 

^Unmatched experimental groups* 
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Tftbl« P-2, (oontlnufd) 



Variable 


Groups 


IXinoan 

Test 


t-Test 


Mean 


Larger 


Scalier 


Gross Motor OJperra- 
tions r.s. 
(continued) 


0 

EL * EM 
EN > EM 
El > EM 
El > EL 


>.05 

>.0S 

>.C01 

>.001 

>.05 


>.01 

>.05 

>.01 

>•01 

>.C5 


13.ii0 

11.33 

15.55 

17.07 

17.07 


U.75 

l».75 

U.75 

U.75 

11.33 






*r.s. indie&tes raw score. 

^Matched experimental and control groups with similar program need. 
^Unmatched experimental and control groups. 

^Uhmatched esq^erimental groups. 
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Tablt F- 3 * Sif^ifioint Posttfft Differenotf 
for Boyo among ^erimental and Control Subgroupa 







IXinoan 

Tost 




ifcan 


Variablo 


Croups 


t-Tost 


Larger 


Smaller 


ITPA L.C. 


a 


>.os 


>.02 


122.65 


102.1(6 




El > d 


>.05 


>•02 


133.88 


120.1ti 




b 

EV > cL 


».05 


>.05 


123.00 


102.1(6 




Eliif > CL 


-.Ol 


>.01 


118.20 1 


102.1(6 




El > CM 


>.005 


>.01 

>.01 


133.88 ; 


108.25 




El > CV 


>.C5 1 


133.88 1 


110.16 




El > CL 


>.001 i 


>.01 


133.88 1 


102.1(6 




El > CW 


».01 1 


i 

; 1 

».01 

1 ' 

\ 


; 133.88 j 

1 


112.11 




0 

El > Etf 


V 

. 

O 

VA 


133.88 

i 


118.20 


PPVT I.Q. 


b 

El > CM 


1 

1 

>.01 


1 

! i 

) 

>.05 


1 

1 

i ; 

1 121.88 


105.37 




El > CL 


>.005 


>.01 


i 121.88 

1 ! 

2 


i 105.07 

i 

f 


Beery VMI r.e.* 


a 

EM > CM 


>.05 


>.02 


» 1 

j 

i 

1 8 .I 10 


1 

! 

I 5.00 

1 

\ 




b 

Iv > 


>.05 


>.05 


i 

1 7.83 


t 

5.00 




EL * CM 


>.05 


>.01 


8.C0 


5.00 




EW > CM 


>.001 


>.01 


8.80 


5.00 




El > CM 


>.001 


>•01 


5.86 


5.00 




El > CV 


>.05 


>.02 


9.66 


7.16 




El CW 


>.05 


>.01 


9.66 


7.33 


ITPA 1 r.«. 


b 

Cl > eW 


V 

. 

O 

VA 


>•02 


25.35 


18.60 


ITPA 3 r.s. 


b 

]^ > cL 


>.05 


>.02 


17.13 


lli .23 




El ’ CM 


>.C5 


>.01 


18.55 


1U.25 




El > CL 


>.01 


>.01 


18.55 


ll(.23 



*r«s« indicates raw score* 

hatched experinental and control groups with similar program need. 
^Unmatched experimental and control groups. 

^Unmatched experimental groups. 







rms! 












Tkble F-3* ( oontinu«d) 







Dunoan 

Test 




Msan 


Variable 


Groups 


t-Test 


Larger | 


Shnaller 


ITPA 5 r.t.* 


1 

btHc 


V 

* 

O 

vn 


>*0$ 


\ 

I6.h2 i 


11.69 




b 

irra: 


».0S 


>*02 


1 

20.00 ; 


11.69 




EV » CL 


».05 


>*0I 


18.33 ; 


11.69 




EU > CL 


».05 


>*01 


17.26 i 


11.69 




a > Of 


>.05 


>*01 ' 


20.00 : 


12.75 




El > CV 


>.05 


>*o$ 


20.00 i 


12.50 




El > CL 


V 

• 

8 

VA 


>*01 


20.00 i 


11.69 




El > OU 


>.05 


>.05 


20.00 ^ 

1 


ill. 66 


nPA 6 r.8. 


a 

Et ► Cl 


*.05 


>*05 


1 

1 

t 

j 

18.68 I 


15.28 




b 

El > CM 


>.o5 


>*01 


1 

18.86 


j 

13.50 




El > CV 


>.05 


>*01 


18.68 


i 13.16 




£I > CL 


..001 


>*01 


18.86 1 


I 11.07 




c 

El > at 


>.05 


V 

* 

o 

VA 


18.88 


13.60 




El ' ET 


>.05 


>.01 


1 18.86 


Hi.SO 




El > EL 


>.05 


>*01 


; 18.88 


t 13.II1 




El > 3f 


>.005 


>*01 


1 18*68 

i 


13.00 


UFA 7 r.s. 


b 

Er>"(B 


>.05 


>*01 


1 13.16 


i 

9.12 




]SL ^ 


>.05 


>.01 


12.57 


9.12 




Df > CM 


>.co5 


>*01 


13.it0 


9.12 




31 > CL 


>.01 


>*02 


13.U0 


10.15 




El > CM 


V 

* 

O 

VA 


>.01 


13.00 


9.12 


Gross Motor Observa- 
tions r*s* 


a 

smsw 


>.05 


>.01 


18.33 


12.11 



*r«s« indicates rav score* 

^Matched experimental and control groups with similar program need* 
Unmatched experimental and control groups* 

^Unmatched experimental groups* 
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Tablt F-3* (oontinutd) 







Duncan 

Test 




Mean 


Variable 


Groups 


t-Test 


Larger 


Smaller 


Gross Motor Oteerva- 
tions r*s** 


b 

EV Ck 


1 

>*01 ! 


1 

1 >*02 


18*50 


8.62 


(continued) 


EL > CM 


8 

• 

A 


1 >*01 


19* h 2 


8.62 




EL > or 


>.05 ! 


1 >*02 


19. U 2 


12*11 




EM > CM 


>.001 


>*01 


18*33 


8*62 




EX > CM 


>.005 


>*01 


17*77 


8.62 




El > CM 


>.05 


>*02 


17*77 


12*11 


1 

Auditory DLscrim* r*s* 


1 

b 

GL * EA 


>.01 


>*02 


11.53 


10*00 




CM > EM 


>.05 


>*02 


11*77 


10*60 




CM > EA 


>.01 


>*01 


11*77 


10*00 




Cl > EM 


>.05 


>*05 


11.57 


10*60 




Cl > EA 


>.01 


>*01 


11*57 


10*00 




c 

E^ > £M 


>. o 5 


>*05 


11*71 


10*60 




EL * EA 


>. o 5 


>*01 


11*71 


10*00 




EM > EM 


».05 


>*01 


11*73 


10*60 




EM > EA 


>.005 


>*01 


11*73 


10*00 




El > EM 


>.05 


>*02 


11*77 


10*60 




EX > EA 


>.01 


>*01 


11*77 


10.00 


Behavior Rating r*s* 


No group examined showed significant differences 


Counting 


No group examined showed significant differenoes 



*r»3m indicates rav score* 

^Matched experlaiental and control groups with similar program need* 
^Unmatched e3q>erimental and control groups* 

^Unmatched experimental groups* 
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Table F-li« Significant Poatteat Differeneea 



I 









1 



I 



I 



I 



Variable 


Groups 


Duncan 

Test 




Mean 


t-Test 


Larger 


Smaller 


mk UQ. 


irHi 


*.05 


V 

* 

0 

vn 


13U.92 


12U.32 




b 


».0'> 


>*01 


118.00 


9S.U0 




EL > CV 


».05 


>.01 


120.00 


95.!»0 




EM > CM 


*.05 


>*05. 


122.11 


100.75 




EM > CV 


».05 


>*C1 


122.11 


95.UO 




or > CL 


*.0S 


>.o$ 


122.11 


103.1U 




El > CM 


>.001 


>*01 


13U.92 


100.75 




El > a 


>.005 


>*01 


13U.92 


8U.C0 




El > CV 


’.001 


>*01 


13U.92 


95.U0 




El ^ CL 


>.001 


>*01 


13l».92 


103.1U 




El > rR 


>.05 


>*C 1 


13U.92 ! 


1 111.33 




El > CM 


>.001 


>*01 


13k.92 ! 


! 106.76 




0 

EX ^ EM 


>.05 


>.01 


13U.92 


118.00 




EX > E7 


>.01 


>*01 


13l».92 


107.60 


Peabo<t9T I« 0 * 


b 

EM ^ CL 


>.oS 


>*o$ 


U3.50 


93.71 




EM > CL 


>.05 


>*02 


113.66 


93.71 




EX > CM 


>.05 


>*01 


119.71 


106.25 




EX > CV 


>.05 


>*01 


119.71 


103.00 




EX » CL 


>.001 


>*01 


119.71 


93.71 




EX > CM 


».05 


>*02 


119.71 


107.53 


Beery VMI r*s** 


a 












EM > CM 


>.05 


>*01 


10.11 


7.61 




b 






I 

I 






EM > CM 


>.005 


>*01 


10.11 


6.25 




EM > CV 


*.05 


>*01 


! lo.u 


6.80 




EM > CL 


>.05 


>*05 


10.11 


7.U2 




EX > CM 


>.001 


>•01 


10.28 


6.25 




EX > CV 


>.01 


>*01 


10.28 


6.80 



I 



•r«s« indicates raw score* 

•Matched experimental and control groups with similar program need, 
^Unmatched experimental and control groups* 

^Unmatched ejqperimental groups* 
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Table F*U« (continued) 







Duncan 

Test 




Mean 


Variable 


Groups 


t-Test 


Larger 


Smaller 


Beerj VMI r*s** 
(continued) 


b(oont'd*) 

■ii > '8r 


».01 


>*01 


10.28 


7.!»2 


El > CR 


».05 


>*02 


10.26 


7.33 




El > CW 


V 

• 

8 

vn 


>*01 


10.28 


7.61 




Cl ER 


V 

* 

O 

vn 


>*02 


9.36 


6.00 




0 

El > EM 


*.05 


[ 

>*01 


1 

10.28 


8.25 




El > EV 


‘.05 


>*01 


10.28 


7.60 




El > ER 


>.05 i 


1 >*01 


10.28 


6.00 


ITPA 1 r*s* 


b 

El > CM 


>.05 


>*01 


25.28 


18.12 




El > GA 


>.05 


>*01 


25.28 


13.50 




El > CV 


>.05 


>*01 


25.28 


18.60 




El > CW 


>.05 


>*01 

1 

1 


25.28 


19.15 




0 

Et ’ EV 


».05 


i 

>*01 


25.28 


19.77 


ITPA 2 r*s* 


b 

El > CA 


>.01 


>*01 


12.85 


5.00 




El > CV 


>.05 


>*02 


12.35 


8.U0 




El > CL 


>.o5 


>*05 


12.85 


9.!j2 


ITPA 3 r*8* 


b 

El > CM 


>.01 


>*01 


19.35 


IU.62 




El > CA 


>.05 


>*01 


19.35 


13.50 




El > CV 


>.05 


>*01 


19.35 


lb.60 




El > CL 


>.005 


>*01 


19.35 


13.57 




El > CW 


V 

'* 

O 

vn 


>*01 


19.35 


16.23 




e 

Et > m 


>.05 


>*02 


19.35 


15.75 




El > EV 


».05 


>.01 


19.35 


llt.SO 




*r«s« indicates raw score* 



I 





^latched experimental and control groups with similar program need* 
^Uhmatohed experimental and control groups* 

^Unmatched experimental groups* 
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Table F-li* (continued) 



Variable 


Groups 


Duncan 

Test 


t-Test 


Mean 


Larger 


Smaller 


ITPA It r.8.* 


b 












tk > (X 


».05 


>*02 


21*00 


13.92 




EA > Cl 


>.05 


>*05 


21*00 


15.52 




£W > CV 


>.05 


>*02 


1U*S8 


1 9.30 




El > CA 


>.05 


>*05 


15.35 


8.00 




El > C7 


>.05 


>.02 


15.35 ! 


1 9.80 




Cl > EV 


>.05 


>*02 


15.52 ! 

( 

] 


I U.OO 

1 


ITPA 5 r.s. 


a 






! 

! 

\ 


1 

1 

1 




EW > Ctf 


>.0l 


>*01 


21.!tlt 


13.92 




b 












EL > OIL 


».05 


>*05 


19.00 


12.00 




Eli > CM 


>.005 


>.01 


21.!ilt 


12.00 




Ell > CL 


>.01 


>.01 


21.!tlt 


12.1U 




El > (M 


>.05 


>.01 


18.71 


12.00 




El > CV 


>.05 


>*01 


18.71 


ll.!tO 




EX > CL 


>.05 


>*01 


18.71 


12 .111 




EX > CW 


>.05 


>*01 


18.71 


13.92 


ITPA 6 r.s. 


b 












Ell > CM 


>.05 


>*01 


lli.SS 


9.37 




EX > CM 


>.005 


>*01 


15.78 


9.37 




EX > CR 


>.05 


>*01 


15.78 


9.33 




EX > CW 


>.05 


>*05 


15.78 


12.53 


ITPA 7 r.s. 


b 












Ei > CM 


>.o5 


>*01 


15.07 


1C>I50 




El > CT 


>.05 


>*05 


15.07 


lO.liO 




EX > CL 


>.o5 


>*01 


15.07 


9.71 




EX > CM 


>.005 


>*01 


15.07 


10.15 




c 

EX ^ EM 


>.05 


>*01 


15.07 


10.37 




EX > EL 


>.01 


> *01 


15.07 


9.16 



*r«s« indicates raw. score* 

hatched esqperijnental and control groups with similar program need* 
^Unmatched experimental and control groups* 

^Unmatched experimental groups* 
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Table F-U* (continued) 







Duncan 

Test 




Mean 


Variable 


Groups 


t-Test 


Larger 


Smaller 


IIPA 8 r.s.* 


n > Ai 


».oo5 


>.01 


26.78 


19.25 




El » CV 


*.ox 


>.02 


26.78 


18.20 




El > a 


».oo5 


>.01 


26.78 


17.57 


. 


EX > CS 


>.05 


>.02 


26.78 


17.00 




El > CW 


>.001 


-.Ol 


26.78 


19.30 




Cl > 01 


>.05 


>.01 


2 I 1.68 


19.75 




Cl > EV 


>.01 


>.01 


2lt.68 


16.80 




Cl > EL 


».05 


>.05 


2lt.68 


20.00 




c 

El > Erf 


>.005 


>.01 


26.78 


19.75 




EX > EV 


>.oo5 


>.01 


26.78 


16.80 




El > EL 


>.05 


>.05 


26.78 


20.00 


ITPA 9 r.s. 


b 

Ef > dS 


>.05 


>.01 


13.35 


9.12 




El > Ci 


>.005 


>.01 


13.35 


It.OO 




El > CV 


>.05 


>.01 


13.35 


8.60 




0 

El > EM 


>.05 


>.01 


13.35 


9.87 


Gross Motor Observa- 
tions r*s* 


a 

EM > CM 


> .05 


>.01 


If. 75 


11.67 




b 

EV > CM 


>.01 


>.01 


19.h0 


11.87 




EL > CM 


>.01 


>.01 


19.16 


11.37 




W > CM 


> .005 


>.01 


19.33 


11.87 




El > CM 


>.001 


>.01 


21.92 


11.87 




El > GA 


>.05 


>.01 


21.92 


15.00 




El > CV 


>.ca 


>.01 


21.92 


15.60 




El ^ CL 


>.005 


>.01 


21.92 


15.28 




El > CW 


V 

• 

O 

VA 


>.02 


21.92 


17.92 


* 


c 

Ei > EM 


>.05 


>.01 


21.92 


17.75 



^r«s« Indicates raw score* 

^Matched experimental and control groups with Similar program need* 
^Iftimatehed experimental and control groups* 

^Unmatched experimental groups* 









Table f-5« Significant Posttest Minus Pretest Differences 



Tarlable 



ITPA L.Q. 



Beery VMI r*s* 



ITPA 5 r.s. 



I 

I 

i 



Groups 


Duncan 

Tbst 


a 




eL > cIl 


>.05 


b 




EA > Cl 


>.005 


E7 > d 


>.o5 


EL > CM 


>.005 


EL > C7 


>.01 


EL > CM 


>.01 


EL > Cl 


>.001 


EM > Cl 


>.05 


c 




EA > EM 


>.05 


EA > El 


>.05 


EL > EM 


> .05 


EL > EM 


>.005 


EL > El 


>.01 


b 




E7 > CM 


o 

• 

A 


EM > CM 


V 

• 

8 

\n 


a 




> CL 


V 

. 

o 

VA 


b 




Ek > CL 


> .05 


EA > Cl 


>.01 


EL > C7 


>.05 


EL > d 


V 

• 

8 

VA 


EM > d 


> .05 



t-Tcjst 



>.02 



>.01 

>.05 

>.01 

>.01 

>.01 

>.01 

>.01 



>.01 

>.01 

>.05 

>.01 

>.01 



>«oi 

>.01 



>.01 



>.01 

>.01 

>.01 

>.01 

>.02 



Mean 



Larger 



30.71 



29.33 

10.33 
30.71 
30.71 
30.71 
30.71 

6.U0 



29.33 

29.33 

30.71 

30.71 

30.71 



3.66 

3.U6 



lO.lU 



13.00 

13.00 

lO.lU 

lO^ll* 

6.53 



Smaller 



9.07 



^.1|2 

-8.1i2 

-0.37 

0.00 

3.22 

-8.1i2 

•»8.1|2 



6.U0 

а. oo 

7.80 

б. 1i0 

U.OO 



0.12 

0.12 



k.h6 



U.lt6 

1.71 

2.83 

1.71 

1.71 



I 

I 

1 



*r.s. indicates rav score. 

^Matched experimental and control groups with similar program need* 
^Unmatched esqperimental and control groups. 

^Unmatched experimental groups. 
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Tablt F-$ oontlnuad* 



• 




Duncan 

Teat 




Mean 


Variable 


Qroupa 


t-Test 


Larger 


Smaller 


Qreaa Motor 0|iierra-> 
tlona r*s* 


a 


>.05 


>.05 


9.00 


2.69 




EW > W. 


>.05 


>.05 


6.06 


1.00 




b 

EM > GL 


>.05 


>.05 


10.U0 


2.69 




EM > CM 


>.05 


>.02 


10.b0 


1.00 




EM > Cl 


>.05 


0 

• 

A 


10.b0 


3.11* 




EL > CM 


>.05 


>*01 


9.00 


1.00 




EL > Cl 


>.05 


>*01 


9.00 


3.11* 



*r«8« indleate* rav score* 

hatched experimental and control groups with similar program need* 
^Uhmatdied experimental and control groups* 

^Unmatched experimental groups* 

- 7U - 
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T«bl« F-6. Slgnlfioant Posttest Minus Pretest DLfferenees 
for Girls snong Experljnentil end Ck>ntrol Subgroups 





[ 


Duncan 

Test 




Maan 




Groups 








Variable 


t-Test 


Larger 


Smaller 


ITPA L.Q. 


a 


1 






.0.62 


BT"*ns 


>.05 


>.01 


19.75 




jsa > ai 


>.05 


>.05 


12.22 


-3.30 




b 






19.75 1 






EM > or 


>.0l 


>.01 


-3.30 




B( > Cl 


>.005 


>.01 


19.75 ! 


-1.96 




EL > CM 


>.05 


>.C1 


2l».l6 ! 


-0.62 




EL > or 


>.005 


>.01 


2li.l6 


-3.30 




EL > Cl 


>.005 


>.01 


2U.16 i 


-1.96 




B( > CT 


>.05 1 


>.05 


12.22 : 


-8.b0 




EM > d 


>.05 I 


>.02 


12.22 : 


-1.96 




El ^ CA 
0 


>.o5 


>.01 


7.35 i 

» 

• ^ i 


-2.25 




Iff. > El 

I 


>.05 

1 1 


V 

. 

O 

VA 


2U.16 

i 


7.35 


rrPA 3 r.s.* 


i 

i 

a 

EM > CM 


i 

i 

1 >.05 


>.01 


5.75 


2.12 




EL ^ CL 


1 >.05 


>.02 


7.50 

j 


3.28 




b 

EH > Ct 


1 

>.01 


>.01 




2.12 




EL > CM 


>.01 


>.01 


7.50 


2.12 




EL > CM 


>.05 


>.01 


7.50 


3.23 




EL > Cl 
e 


>.001 


>.01 


7.50 


2.12 




&i > eI 


>.05 


>.01 


$.75 


2.50 




EL > EW 


>.05 


>.05 


7.50 


3.55 




EL > EI 


>.005 


>.01 


7.50 


2.50 


IIPA 5 r.s. 


a 

EW > CM 

1 


>.01 


>.01 


10.66 


2 .I 16 



‘*^r«s« indiestes rsv score. 

^Matohed esqperinental end control groups with similar program need, 
^nhmatched experimental and control groups. 

^Unmatched eiqperimental groups. 
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Tabl« F-6 oontiimad* 



VarUbl* 


Groups 


Dunean 

Tost 


t-Tast 


Mean 


Larger 


Smaller 


UFA 5 r.a.*(eont'd.) 


b 












A > A 


>.os 


>.05 


10.S3 


2.62 


• 


EL > Ctf 


>.05 


>*01 


10.03 


2.ii6 




ar > CM 


>.05 


>*05 


10.66 


2.62 




nr > C7 


..05 


>*05 


10.66 


2.60 


' 


or > d 


>.05 


>*05 


10.66 


5.00 


* 


HTTH 


V 

* 

O 

vn 


>*01 


10.66 


U.20 


ITPA 9 r*s* 


b 












EL > dl 


>.05 


>*02 


7.00 


2.07 




IW > GA 


>.05 


>*01 


3.77 


-5.50 


* 


El > CA 


>.05 


>*01 


2.50 


-5.50 


Gross Motor Obserra* 


a 










tions r*s* 


> cM 


o 

• 

A 


>*02 


13.00 


6.50 


* 


b 












EM > dV 


>.0l 


>*01 


13.00 


2.00 




ZM > CR 


>.05 


>*02 


13.00 


U.33 




EM > or 


>.001 


>*01 


13.00 


1.15 




EH ^ Cl 


>.001 


>*01 


13.00 


3.56 




EL > Of 


».05 


>*02 


7.03 


l.l5 


• 


e 

EM > EM 


>.005 


>*01 


13.00 


3.77 




EM ^ El 


>.005 


>*01 


13.00 


b.05 



i 

1 



^r« 9 « indicates raw score* 

hatched expertnental and control groups with similar program need* 
Unmatched experimental and control groups* 

^Unmatched experimental groups* 
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Table 0-1. Pretest mean Scores for Experimental and 
Control Groups^ Prekindergarten Experiment^ Second Tear 





B 0 T S 1 


1 GIRLS 


Variable 


E 


Cn 


Co 1 


1 ^ 


Cn 


Co 


Ago 


52.9 


53.8 


53.2 1 


1 « 

53.7 


53.8 


53.6 


IIPA L.Q. 


109.1 


106.2 


102.li 1 


107.8 


106.7 j 


108.5 


PPVT I.Q. 


108.8 


106.9 


107.7 j 


10li.lt 


lOlt.2 


103.U 


Beery VMI 


5*3 


5.8 


5.0 j 


1 

1 j 


8.0 


6.0 


ITPA 1 


18.3 


17.U 


15.0 1 


17.9 j 


17.8 


17.9 


ITPA 2 


9.1 


9.6 


8.3 


10.0 ' 


8.6 


9.6 


ITPA 3 


1 

j 12.1 


12.9 


11.7 


12.!t ! 


! 12.7 


13.0 


ITPA 1 


1 

I 10.7 


9.U 


9.5 


1 11.1 ' 


‘ 11.2 


10.7 

1 


ITPA 5 


i U.8 

1 

1 u.o 

{ 


9.6 


10.3 


1 10.6 


' 

12.1 

1 


11.2 


ITPA 6 


10.9 


10.!i 


1 11.0 


1 10.5 


11.1 


ITPA 7 


1 8.8 

f 


8.8 


9.1 


1 8.7 


• 

CO 


8.5 


ITPA 8 


j 17.0 


! 17.1 


15.2 


1 17.5 


i 17.2 


16.9 


ITPA 9 


j 7.8 


8.0 


7.3 


1 8.1t 


! 8.1 

1 

J 


8.5 


Gross Motor 
Observations 


11.7 


11.3 


10.5 


1 ’‘^3.7 


i 

1 13.9 

j 


lU.5 


Auditory Discrimination 


10.7 


11.1 

< 


10.7 


j ll.C 


11.0 


11.1 
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Table G-2* Poattest Kean Scores for Ebqperlmental and 
Control Groups^ Prekindergarten Experiment^ Second Year 



- 78 . 
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BOYS 


0 I R L S 


. Variable 


E 


Cn 


Co 


E 


Cn 


Co 


• 

Ago 


71.6 


72.5 


72.1 


72.6 


71.9 


72.2 


ITPA L.Q. 


117.6 


Uli.9 


112.0 


117.3 


112.5 


113.1 


PPVT I.Q. 


118.2 


115.6 


115.1 


112.] 


iio.l 


109.1; 


Beery VMI 


10.8 


11.1 


10.8 


11.3 


11.0 


10.9 


ITPA 1 


25.1 


26.8 


23.6 


CM 

• 

>o 

CM 


25.1 


23.9 


ITPA 2 


1U.3 


13.8 


llt.O 


13.2 


12.8 


13.9 


ITPA 3 


20.0 


19.7 


19.6 


20.3 


19.9 


20.0 


ITPA U 


16.0 


15.7 


16.1 


17.1 


17.2 


16.6 


ITPA 5 


19.6 


19.5 


18.3 


20.3 


18 . 1 ; 


16.8 


ITPA 6 


16.5 


15.3 


15.8 


lU.e 


lli.8 


15.7 


ITPA 7 


lli.2 


13.7 


13.1 


ll».7 


lh.h 


13.3 


ITPA 8 


1 22.6 


23.3 


21.2 


23.1 


22.6 


22.7 


ITPA 9 


I 13.1 

i 


13.2 


13.1 


13.5 


12.7 


13.7 


Gross Kotor 
Observations 


20.3 


18.8 


18.3 


21.3 


21.0 


21.0 


Auditory Discrimination 


11.7 


11.7 


11.7 


il.6 


11.7 


11.7 









I 



I 



I 



I 



I 






0 



a 
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Table G-3* Posttest Minus Pretest Mean Growth for 
Experijnental and Control Groups 
Prekindergarten Experiment^ Second Year 



1 


1 ' ' , , : 
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BOYS 


GIRLS 


Variable 


E 


Cn 


Co 


E 


Cn 


Co 


Age 


18.7 


18.7 


18.8 


16.9 


18.0 


18.5 


ITPA L.Q. 


9.1 


8.6 


9.6 


9.3 


6.0 


5.0 


PPVT I.Q. 


10.1 


8.7 


7.3 


7.3 


6.2 


5.9 


Beeiy VMI 


5.1 


5.2 


5.7 


5.5 


u.e 


U.8 


ITPA 1 


7.1 


9.1 


8.5 


7.9 


7.7 


6.6 


ITPA 2 


5.3 


li.2 


5.7 


3.0 


li.O 


h.2 


ITPA 3 


8.0 


6.8 


7.8 


7.9 


7.1 


6.8 


ITPA ii 


5.e 


6.2 


6.6 


6.0 


6.0 


j. 6.0 


ITPA 5 


7.6 


9.8 


7.9 


9.8 


6.2 


1 

1 7.2 

{ 


ITPA 6 


5.1i 


k.h 


5.3 


3.9 


U.1 


1 h.e 

\ 


ITPA 7 


5.1; 


U.8 


l*.o 


5.8 


5.9 


' U.6 

1 


ITPA 8 


5.6 


6.1 


6.0 


5.6 


5.1 


1 6.0 


ITPA 9 


5.2 


5.2 


5.7 


5.0 


U.6 


1 5*3 

1 


Gross Motor 
Obsexrations 


8.5 


7.U 


7.8 


7.8 


6.9 


1 

1 6.1 

1 


Auditozy Dis crimination 


1.0 


0.6 


1.0 


0.7 


0.6 

i 


1 0.6 

i 
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Table G-li# Mean Scores for Experiniental and 
Control Groups on the Metropolitan Readiness Tests, 
Prekindergarten Experiment, Second Year 



BOYS 


E 


Cn 


Co 


U.O 


11.1 


10.6 


12.6 


12.0 


12.1 


10.1 


IC.l; 


9.7 


12.1 


12.6 


10.9 


15.0 


15.1* 


lli.l; 


8.7 


8.0 


8.2* 


70.5 


70.0 


, 66.1 i 



Variable 



Word Meaning 

Listening 

Matching 

Alphabetation 

Numbers 

Copying 



10.9 
12.2 
11.2 
13.C 

15.9 
10.6 
iu.e 



GIRLS 



Cn 



11.1 

11.7 
10.9 

12.8 

lh.9 

9.0 

71.0 



Co 



11.0 

12.3 

10.1 

12.2 
ii*.e 

9.C 

70.3 



Total 
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